Google 


This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 

to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 

to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 

are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  maiginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 

publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  tliis  resource,  we  liave  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 
We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  fivm  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attributionTht  GoogXt  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  in  forming  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liabili^  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.   Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 

at|http: //books  .google  .com/I 


PRACTICE  REPORTS 


I 


t 


IN  THB 


SUPREME    COURT 


AND 


COURT  OF  APPEALS 


OF  THB 


STATE     OF    NEAV     YORK. 


By  NATHAN  HOWARD,  Je., 

Couiisxllob-at-Law,  New  York. 


j  Volume  L. 


WILLIAM    GOULD    &    SON, 

LAW  BOOK8BLLBB8  AND  PUBLISHBBa 

1876. 


Botered  according  to  act  of  Congress,  in  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-six, 

Bt  WILLIAM  GOULD  &  SON, 
in  the  office  of  the  Librarian  of  Congress,  at  Washington. 


r 


THB  ABOnS  OOMPANT, 

PBINTBB8  AKD  STKRBOTTPKItS, 
▲LBANT,  K.  T. 


OASES  KEPORTED. 


B. 

TAQM. 

Bell  agt  Spotto. 162 

Brandon  agt  Brandon 828 

Brown  agt  Cromien 192 

Brown  agt  Marrigold 248 

0. 

Clark  agt.  Ck)les 178 

Cole  agt  Cole,  Exr.,  &c 50 

CoUins  agt.  Drew 477 

Cashman  agt  Martin 837 

D. 

Dana  agt  N.  Y.  Central  &  Hud- 
son Riyer  R  R.  Co 428 

Deylin  agt  Mayor,  Ac.,  of  New 
York 1 

E. 

Earle  agt.  Scott 506 

Embnry  agt.  Sheldon 824 

Erwin  agt  Hamilton 82 

Esterly  agt  Purdy 850 

R 

Fellows  agt  Cook 95 

First  National  Bank  of  Rondout 
agt  Hamilton 116 

G. 

Ckdney  agt.  Haas 810 

Globe  Mutual  Ids.  Co.  agt.  Reals,  287 


Gonzales  agt  N.  Y.  &  Harlem 

RRCo 126 

Grussy  agt  Schoeider 184 

H. 

Hammond  agt  Slocnm 415 

Hastings  agt  Drew 254 

Hayermans  agt.  City  of  Troy . .  510 

Heeter  agt  Eckstein  . .  445 

Hegeman  agt  Cantrcll 188 

Humphreys  agt.  Hurtt 291 

Huntoon  agt  Russell 154 

I. 

In  the  Matter  of  Extension  of 
Main  and  Hamburgh  Street 

Canal 70 

In  the  Matter  of  Lexington  Ayp.,  114 

In  the  Matter  of  Loew 878 

In  the  Matter  of  Orange  Street,  244 

K. 

Kelley  agt.  Plum 236 

Kelsey  agt.  Rourke 815 

Eieman  agt  Manhattan  Quota- 
tion Tel.  Co 194 

Kneib  agt  The  People 140 

L. 

Leary  agt.  Leary 122 

Lloyd  agt.  Van  Antwerp 81 

Locklin  agt.  Casler 48 


iv 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Cases  Reported 


M. 

PAGE. 

Magnin  agt.  Adams  Express  Co.,  457 

McArdle  agt.  Barney 97 

McRae  agt  Central  Nat.  Bank,    51 


New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.  agt. 
Glass 88 

o. 

0*Donnell  agt.  Kerr 334 

Olcott  agt  McLean 455 

Osborn  agt  Merwin 183 

P. 

Parker  agt  Warth 20 

People  ex  reL  City  of  Lockport 

agt  Supervisors 353 

People  agt  Fields 481 

People  ex  rd,  Grattan  agt.  Day- 
ton   143 

People  tf^r^.Halpin  agt  Hopey,  880 
People   ex   rel.  McEown   agt 

Green 500 

People  agt  Third  Ave.  Savings 

Bank 22 

People  agt.  Tweed 26 

People  agt  Tweed 38 

People  agt.  Tweed 434 

People  agt.  Tweed,  No.  1 262 

People  agt  Tweed,  No.  2 273 

People  agt  Tweed,  No.  3 280 

People  agt  Tweed,  No.  4 286 

People  agt.  Waltz 204 

Pfohl  agt  Simpson 341 

Phillips  agt.  CudUpp 363 

Poillon  agt.  Cudlipp 366 

Ponds  Extract  Co.  agt  Hamph- 
reys'  Specific  Homoeopathic 
Co 358 


PAOB. 

Providence  County  Savings  Bk. 
agt  Frost 178 

R. 

Richardson  agt.  Rogers 403 

Ryan  agt  Atlantic  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  321 
Ryan  agt  Mayor,  &c. ,  of  New 
York 91 

s. 

Sander  agt  Hof  man 449 

Seaman  agt.  McReynolds 421 

Sherman  agt.  Conner,  Sheridf, 

&c 29 

Simpkins  agt.  Smith  &  Parmelee 

GoldCo...  56 

Smith  agt  McDonald 519 

Spofford  agt.  Texas  Land  Co. . .  522 
State  of  Tennessee  agt.  Davis. .  447 

Steams  agt  Welsh 186 

Steinberg  agt.  Lasker 432 

Sullivan  agt  Husson 475 

T. 

Thompson  agt.  Lumley 105 

V. 

Yowles  agt  Murray 159 

w. 

West  agt  Lee 313 

Wilder  agt  Buttcrfleld 885 

Wright  agt  Equitable  Life  As- 
surance Society 867 

T. 

Youngs  agt  Carter 410 


PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


■♦♦- 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Chables  Devlin,  appellant,  agt.  The  Mayor,  &o.,  of  the 
Crrr  of  New  York,  respondents,  and  Samuel  Donaldson 
and  others,  appellants. 

Findi^ngs  of  fact  by  a  referee^  when  eonehmve — cuMgnabiUty  of  oontrad — 

corutituUonallaw. 

The  conclusions  of  a  referee  upon  the  eyidence  and  his  findings  of  facts, 
not  disaffirmed  by  the  court  below  in  reversing  his  judgment,  are  not 
reviewable  by  this  court.  They  are  concluded  upon  every  question  of 
fiict  by  the  findings  of  the  referee  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  of 
original  jurisdiction. 

An  assignment  by  a  contractor  for  work  contracted  to  be  done  for  a  city, 
of  the  amounts  which  would  have  become  due  from  the  city  from  time 
to  time,  made  before  the  doing  of  the  work  or  the  performance  of  the 
conditions  upon  which  the  payments  depended,. would)  under  the  liberal 
rule  permitting  the  assignment  of  choses  in  action  now.  prevailing,  be 
valid. 

£zx>ectancies  as  well  as  existing  rights  of  action  may  be  assigned,  and  the 
right  of  the  assignee  will  be  protected  and  enforced  at  law. 

The  assignment  may  include  all  contingent  and  incidental  benefits  or 
results  of  an  executory  contract,  as  well  as  the  direct  profits  or  earnings 
under  it,  and  thus  entitle  the  assignee  to  the  damages  resulting  from  a 
violation  of  its  terms. 

The  right  of  action  for  a  breach  of  the  contract,  resulting  in  pecuniary 
loss  to  the  contractor,  would  survive  to  the  personal  representatives  of 
the  aggrieved  party — and  that  is  one  test  of  the  assignability  of  con- 
tracts and  choses  in  action. 

The  assignability  of  a  contract  must  depend  upon  the  nature  of  the  con- 
tract and  the  character  of  the  obligations  assumed,  rather  than  the 
supposed  intent  of  the  parties,  except  as  that  intent  is  expressed  in  the 
agreement. 

Pkffties  may,  in  terms,  lawfully  prohibit  the  assignment  of  any  contract. 
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and  declare  that  neither  personal  representatives  nor  assignees  shall  suc- 
ceed to  any  rights  in  virtue  of  it,  or  be  bound  by  its  obligatioiTB. 

If  the  contract  be  personal  and  the  performance- of  the  party  himself  be 
the  essence  thereof,  as  where  the  personal  science  or  skiU  of  the  con- 
tractor is  required,  it  neither  devolves  upon  his  representatives,  nor 
can  it  be  assigned. 

When  the  contract  is  executory  in  its  nature,  and  an  assignee  or  personal 
representative  can  fairly  and  sufficiently  execute  all  that  the  original 
contractor  could  have  done,  the  assignee  or  representatives  may  do  so 
and  have  the  benefit  of  the  contract. 

The  circumstance  that,  by  the  statute  in  this  case,  the  contract  was  to  be 
awarded  as  the  common  council  should  deem  for  the  best  interests  of 
the  city,  did  not  distinguish  it  from  other  assignable  contracts.  It  was 
not  intended  to  enable  the  common  council  to  be  a  respecter  of  persons 
and  to  give  the  contract  to  favorites,  but  to  give  them  a  discretion  to 
choose  between  different  proposals,  relieving  the  authorities  from  the 
necessity  of  awarding  the  contract  to  the  lowest  bidder,  irrespective  of 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  security  offered,  or  the  fairness  or  suffi- 
ciency of  the  compensation,  to  insure  performance  with  reasonable 
certainty. 

The  assignment  of  this  contract  and  the  interest  of  the  contractor  under  it, 
did  not  terminate  the  i^reement  or  authorize  its  rescission  or  abandon- 
ment by  the  city. 

The  general  purpose  or  subject  of  the  act  of  1860,  a  portion  of  which 
covers  the  contract  in  this  case,  and  which  the  court  below  declared 
unconstitutional  {Md^How.  Pr.  i?.,  457),  is  the  support  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York.  As  expressed  more  at 
length  in  the  title,  it  is  to  authorize  the  raising  money  by  tax,  and  to 
regulate  the  expenditure  thereof. 

The  title  fairly  indicates  the  general  purpose  and  object,  that  is  the  subject, 
of  the  act,  as  being  the  providing  of  ways  and  means,  and  directing  their 
appropriation  for  city  purposes;  the  whole  subject  being  so  intimately 
connected  in  all  its  details  that  the  one  branch  could  not  be  separated 
from  the  other. 

Many  things  may  be  and  are  embraced  within  the  same  subject  within  the 
meaning  of  this  clause  of  the  constitution  (oW.  8,  sec,  16). 

The  subject  of  the  expenditure  of  money  for  cleaning  the  streets,  and  the 
making  of  contracts  for  that  service,  was  clearly  embraced  within  the 
words  of  the  title  of  the  act.  The  levying  of  the  taxes  and  their  expen- 
diture thereof,  for  the  purpose  and  in  the  manner  and  under  the  restric- 
tions declared  by  the  act,  constituted  but  one  subject. 

The  act  merely  took  a  single  work,  for  which  means  were  provided  by  tax, 
out  of  the  general  law  requiring  all  contracts  to  be  let  to  the  lowest 
bidder.    This  was  but  the  regulation  of  the  exx>enditure  of  a  portion  of 
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the  tax  auUiorized  by  the  act  and  within,  the  title.  The  act  was  con- 
stitutionally passed  and  is  valid. 

The  claim  that  the  city  was  justified  in  terminating  the  contract  by  reason 
of  the  failure  of  the  contractor  to  sweep  the  streets  during  the  winter 
months,  when  ice  and  snow  covered  the  ground,  ia  untenable.  The 
contracting  parties  assumed  that  the  performance  of  such  work  would 
be  impracticable  as  well  as  unnecessary  during  the  winter  season,  and 
therefore  dispensed  with  it  by  their  agreement,  which  made  special 
provision  for  this  service  in  a  modified  fonn,  during  the  winter  months. 

The  party  who  has  been  wrongfully  deprived  of  the  gains  and  profits  of 
an  executory  contract  may  recover,  as  an  equivalent  by  way  of  damages, 
the  difference  between  the  contract-price  —  the  amount  which  he  would 
have  earned  and  been  entitled  to  recover  on  performance  —  and  the 
amount  which  it  would  have  cost  him  to  perform  the  contract. 

Where  on  the  trial  this  rule  as  a  measure  of  damages  has  been  professedly 
adopted,  but  evidence  (after  objection)  is  allowed  to  be  given  as  showing 
or  tending  to  show  what  it  would  have  cost  the  contractor  to  perform 
the  agreement  on  his  part,  of  the  prices  at  which  the  contractor  had 
sub-let  laige  sections  and  parts  of  the  work,  is  error  for  which  a  new 
trial  win  be  awarded.  The  advantages  and  benefits  of  the  sub-contractors 
are  quite  too  uncertain  and  contingent  to  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
estimating  the  profits  the  original  contractor  might  have  made  under 
his  contract 

Decided  at  September  Term^  1875. 

This  action  was  broiight  to  recover  damages  for  a  breach 
of  one  of  the  street  cleaning  contracts  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  made  February  11,  1861,  in  pursuance  of  section  4 
of  the  tax  levy,  passed  by  the  legislature  in  the  year  1860. 

The  trial  before  the  referee  was  a  very  long  one,  and 
about  200  witnesses  were  examined  upon  the  question  of  per- 
formance of  the  terms  of  the  contract  by  the  owners  thereof. 

The  referee  reported  against  the  city  in  the  sum  of 
$400,333,  and  apportioned  same  among  the  different  parties 
owning  the  contract  as  assignees.  The  city,  on  motion  made 
for  a  new  trial,  at  the  general  term  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas,  obtained  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  and  an  absolute 
judgment  against  the  plaintiff  and  co-respondents. 

The  parties  in  interest,  except  the  plaintiff,  were  made 
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defendants  under  section  119  of  the  Code,  and  all  appealed 
from  the  court  of  common  pleas  judgment  to  this  court. 

The  opinion  of  the  general  term  of  the  common  pleas  is 
reported  in  48  H<yw.  P.  H.,  457.  The  briefs  of  counsel 
nurabereh  326  pages. 

George  F.  Comstock  cfe  Joseph  J.  Marrin^  for  plaintiff  and 
appellant  Devlin. 

T.  G.  Oroniuy  for  appellants  Donaldson  and  others. 

I.  That  the  contract  was  one  within  the  power  of  the  city 
authorities  to  make,  irrespective  of  the  act  of  1860,  and  had 
been  fully  ratified  and  approved  of  by  all  of  the  city 
authorities. 

II.  That  the  city  was  not  at  liberty  to  raise  any  other  (jues- 
tion  but  the  one  of  non-performance  of  the  contract,  and  was 
estopped  from  raising  questions  of  law  not  raised  at  the 
time  of  rescinding  the  contract. 

III.  That  the  opinion  of  Hunt,  «/.,  in  the  case  of  Baldvyin 
agt.  Mayor  of  N^ew  York  (1  Abhotfs  Gourt  of  Appeals  -ff., 
75)  covered  the  constitutional  question. 

IV.  That  the  question  of  the  assignability  of  the  contract 
was  determined  by  the  rule  that  an  action  would  lie  to 
enforce  rights  under  the  contract  by  personal  representatives 
{citing  Sears  agt.  Gonover^  34  Barl,^  330). 

That  the  assignments  were  fully  ratified  and  approved  of 
by  the  dty  authorities  {citing  Murray  agt.  Hardway^  36  N. 
T.y  337;  Ireland  agt.  Nichols,  46  N,  Y.  R.,  413). 

That  the  city  should  have  provided  against  assignments 
by  a  clause  in  the  contract. 

V.  That  the  witness  Donaldson  did  not  testify  to  the  value 
of  the  sub-contracts  in  estimating  profits  or  damages.  His 
testimony  relating  to  them  was  first  called  out  by  the  city  on 
his  cross-examination,  and  then  he  detailed,  on  his  re-direct, 
the  actual  condition  of  the  sub-contracts ;  but  his  testimony 
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as  to  the  valae  of  the  contract  and  profits  therefrom  was  inde- 
pendent  and  irrespective  of  the  value  of  the  sub-contracts. 
Whatever  basis  he  gives  could  not  have  influenced  the  mind 
of  the  referee,  as  he  finds  for  a  sum  of  damages  greatly  leas 
than  the  amount  of  the  profits  on  the  sub-contracts,  as  testi- 
fied to  by  the  witness,  and  reduces  the  estimate  of  damages 
and  profits,  testified  to  by  the  witness  Donaldson,  much  below 
the  profits  on  the  sub-contracts. 

Dexter  A.  Hawkins,  for  respondents. 

Allbn,  J.  — ^"The  referee  has  found  the  making  of  the  con- 
tract as  alleged ;  the  performance  thereof  by  Hockley,  from 
the  making  thereof  in  February,  1861  until  May,  1863 ;  an 
ability,  readiness  and  oflEer  by  him  to  perform  the  contract 
for  the  unexpired  term  thereof;  and  that  he  was,  in  May, 
1863,  without  cause,  ejected  by  the  respondents  from  the 
work,  and  by  them  prevented  from  proceeding  in  the  per- 
formance of  the  agreement.  He  has  also  found  the  amount 
due  and  unpaid  for  work  actually  done  at  the  time  of  the 
interference  by  the  respondents,  and  the  damages  sustained 
by  the  parties  in  interest,  by  reason  of  the  breach  of  the  con- 
tract by  the  respondents.  The  referee  has  not  found  that  the 
contract  was  procured  by  bribery  or  fraud,  or  any  fact  set  up 
by  the  respondents  as  an  affirmative  defense  to  the  action, 
and  was  not  requested  by  the  respondents  ,to  find  any  such 
fact  or  any  fact.  The  court  of  common  pleas  of  the  city  of 
Kew  York,  from  whose  judgment  this  appeal  is  taken,  found 
no  error  in  the  findings  and  conclusions  of  fact  by  the  ref- 
eree, but  reversed  his  judgment  solely  for  errors  of  law. 
The  conclusions  of  the  referee  upon  the  evidence  and  his 
findings  of  fact,  not  disaffirmed  by  the  court  below  in  revers- 
ing his  judgment,  are,  therefore,  not  reviewable  by  this  court. 
We  are  concluded  upon  every  question  of  fact  by  the  findings 
of  the  referee  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  original  juris- 
diction {Code,  §272;  id.,  sec.  11). 
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Upon  the  adjudged  facts,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants, 
appellants,  the  assignees  of  Hackley,  were  entitled  to  recover, 
unless  there  is  some  legal  impediment,  and  were  entitled  to 
retain  the  judgment  given  by  the  referee,  unless  for  some 
reason  no  action  at  law  could  be  maintained  for  the  work 
actually  performed,  or  upon  the  agreement  for  a  breach 
thereof,  or  some  material  error  was  committed  by  the  referee 
upon  the  trial,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  respondents. 

^But  two  objections  to  the  recovery  against  the  city,  the 
present  respondent,  were  considered  by  the  court  below,  in 
the  opinion  annexed  to  the  record  before  us,  and  they  being 
regarded  as  insuperable  and  fatal  to  the  action,  the  judgment 
of  the  referee  was  reversed,  and  judgment  absolute  given  for 
the  city.  These  objections  were:  1st.  That  the  contract 
between  the  city  and  Hackley  was  not  assignable,  and  that 
the  assignment  by  the  original  contractor  of  itself  terminated 
the  contract,.and  justified  the  action  of  the  city  authorities 
in  refusing  longer  to  be  bound  by  it.  And,  2d.  That  the  act 
of  the  legislature,  pursuant  to  which  the  contract  was  made, 
was  unconstitutional,  and  that,  therefore,  no  cause  of  action 
oould  arise  in  virtue  of  any  contract  or  agreement  made  under 
it,  or  for  services  rendered  in  its  performance. 

The  first  objection,  if  well  taken,  was  not  necessarily  fatal 
to  the  action,  but,  at  most,  would  only  have  authorized  the 
sending  the  case  back  for  a  retrial.  It  might  have  been 
waived  by  the  city.  There  was  nothing  in  the  spirit  or  letter 
of  the  statute  authorizing  the  contract  or,  public  policy,  to 
prohibit  the  assignment  with  the  assent  of  the  city  authori- 
ties, so  long  as  the  city  retained  the  personal  obligation  of  the 
original  contractor  and  his  sureties  for  its  faithful  perform- 
ance. There  was  evidence  which  would  have  authorized,  and 
had  he  been  called  upon  would  have  required,  the  referee  to 
find  a  waiver  of  all  objections,  if  not  an  express  assent  to  the 
assignment  now  claimed  to  be  fatal  to  this  action,  and  to  any 
recovery  for  work  done. 

Aside  from  dealings  with  and  payments  to  the  assignees, 
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the  common  comicil,  in  their  proceedings,  directly  recognize 
the  fact  that  the  interest  of  Hackley  in  the  contract  has 
passed  into  other  hands ;  and  in  giving  the  notice  and  assign- 
ing the  reasons  for  terminating  tlie  contract  no  notice  is  taken 
of  the  assignment,  but  the  sole  reason  alleged  is  the  non-per- 
formance of  the  agreement  by  the  contractor.  The  city,  by 
the  acts  of  its  agents,  waived  the  objection  that  the  contract 
was  not  assignable,  and  the  reason  assigned  for  terminating 
the  contract  has  been  found  to  be  untrue  in  fact  {Murray  e^t. 
Harway,  56  N.  Z.,  336;  Ireland  agt.  Nichols,  46  N.  Z., 
413).  There  was  certainly  no  reason  why  there  should  not 
liave  been  a  recovery  of  the  moneys  actually  earned,  even  if 
the  contract  had  been  terminated  for  every  other  purpose. 
But  it  is  palpable  that  the  city  had  no  thought  of  objecting 
to  the  further  prosecution  of  the  contract,  for  the  reason  that 
it  had  been  assigned,  or  that  it  was  not  assignable.  The  ques- 
tion, however,  whether  the  assignment  by  the  original  con- 
tractor terminated  the  contract  or  authorized  the  refusal  of 
the  city  longer  to  be  bound  by  it  still  remains  to  be  consid- 
ered, as  the  waiver  has  not  been  found  by  the  referee.  An 
assignment  by  the  contractor  of  the  amounts  which  would 
have  become  due  from  the  city  from  time  to  time,  made  before 
the  doing  of  the  work  or  the  performance  of  the  conditions 
upon  which  the  payments  depended,  would,  under  the  liberal 
rule  permitting  the  assignment  of  choses  in  action,  now  pre- 
vailing, be  valid.  Expectancies,  as  well  as  existing  rights  of 
action  may  be  assigned,  and  the  rights  of,  the  assignees  will 
be  protected  and  enforced  at  law  {Field  agt.  Mayor^  <&e.,  2 
Seld,,  179 ;  EaU  agt.  Buffalo,  2  Ahb,  Ct.  of  Appeals  Dec, 
301). 

The  assignment  may  include  all  contingent  and  incidental 
benefits  or  results  of  an  executory  contract,  as  well  as  the 
direct  fruits  or  earnings  under  it,  and  thus  entitle  the  assignee 
to  the  damages  resulting  from  a  violation  of  its  teVms. 

The  right  of  action  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  resulting 
in  pecuniary  loss  to  the  contractor  would  survive  to  the  per- 
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Bonal  representatives  of  the  aggrieved  party,  and  that  is  one 
test  of  the  assignability  of  contracts  and  choses  in  action 
{Byxbie  agt.  Woody  24  N.  JT.,  607 ;  McKee  agt.  Jvdd,  2  Kern., 
622 ;  Zabriskie  agt.  Smithy  3  id.,  322).  In  principle  it  would 
not  impair  the  rights  of  the  assignee,  or  destroy  the  assign- 
able qaality  of  the  contract  or  claim,  that  the  assignee,  as 
between  himself  and  the  assignor,  has  assumed  some  duty 
in  performing  the  conditions  precedent  to  a  perfect  cause  of 
action,  or  is  made  the  agent  or  substitute  of  the  assignor  in 
the  performance  of  the  contract.  If  the  service  to  be  ren- 
dered or  the  condition  to  be  performed  is  not  necessarily  per- 
sonal, and  such  as  can  only,  with  due  regard  to  the  intent  of 
the  parties  and  the  rights  of  the  adverse  party,  be  rendered 
or  performed  by  the  original  contracting  party,  and  the  latter 
has  not  disqualified  himself  from  the  performance  of  the  con- 
tract; the  mere  fact  that  the  individual  representing  and 
acting  for  him  is  the  assignee,  and  not  the  mere  agent  or 
servant,  will  not  operate  as  a  rescission  of,  or  constitute  a 
cause  for  terminating  the  contract ;  whether  the  agent  for 
performing  the  contract  acts  under  a  naked  power,  or  a  power 
coupled  with  an  interest,  cannot  affect  the  character  or  vary 
the  effect  of  the  delegation  of  power  by  the  original  con- 
tractor. Hackley,  the  original  contractor,  was  at  no  time 
discharged  from  his  obligations  to  the  city,  nor  was  he  dis- 
qualified for  the  performance  of  the  contract,  but  was,  at  all 
times,  in  a  position  to  perform  his  part  of  the  agreement, 
facts  which  distinguish  this  case  from  Stevens  agt.  Benning 
(6  De  (?.,  M.  <&  O.,  223),  and  Robson  agt.  Drummond  (2 
Ba/m.  cfe  Aid.,  303). 

Stevens  agt.  Benning  is  distinguished  from  the  present  by 
the  additional  circumstances  that  the  contract  in  the  case 
cited  was  in  its  nature  personal,  and  was  made  in  reference 
to  the  character  and  facilities  of  the  contracting  firm,  as  a 
publishing  house,  and  was  in  the  nature  of  a  partnership,  in 
so  far  as  it  provided  for  a  division  of  the  profits  of  the  work 
to  be  published.     In  liohson  agt  Drummond,  the  defendant 
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bad  agreed  to  pay  annually,  in  advance,  for  the  ase  of  the 
carriage  to  be  famished  by  Sharpe,  a  coachmaker,  and  was  not 
bound,  after  notice  of  his  withdrawal  from  and  assignment  of 
the  contract  to  Eobson,  to  trust  to  the  ability  or  integrity  of 
the  assignee ;  and  the  court  also  held,  that  the  contract  was  one 
for  the  personal  service  of  Sharpe,  and.  that  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  his  judgment  and  taste  to  the  end  of  the  contract. 
It  is  not  disputed  that  in  all  cases,  when  the  executor  or  admin- 
istrator would  succeed  to  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  a  deceased 
party  to  a  contract,  the  contract  is  assignable  by  the  act  of 
the  parties,  the  personal  representatives  of  a  decedent  being 
regarded  but  the  legal  assignees  upon  whom  the  law  devolves 
the  rights  and  obligations  of  their  testator  or  intestate.  In 
one  case,  in  which  the  executory  obligations  of  deceased  par- 
ties have  been  sought  to  be  enforced  against  their  personal 
representatives,  the  question  has  been  said  to  be  one  of  con- 
struction, depending  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and 
that  we  are  without  any  well  defined  rule  on  the  subject 
{Dickson  agt.  Calaha/rCB  Admr.y  19  Penn.  St.  Jiep.y  227).  In 
some  cases  in  which  executors  and  administrators  have 
assumed  the  contracts  of  their  testator  or  intestate,  and  after 
performance  sought  to  recover  the  stipulated  compensation, 
the  question  has  been  one  of  pleading  rather  than  of  princi- 
ple {.Edwardd  agt.  Grace^  2  M.  db  FT.,  190).  The  assign- 
ability of  a  contract  must  depend  upon  the  nature  of  the 
contract  and  the  character  of  the  obligations  assumed,  rather 
than  the  supposed  intent  of  the  parties,  except  as  that  intent 
is  expressed  in  the  agreement. 

Parties  may,  in  terms,  prohibit  the  assignment  of  any  con- 
tract, and  declare  that  neither  personal  representatives  nor 
assignees  shall  succeed  to  any  rights  in  virtue  of  it,  or  be 
bound  by  its  obligations.  But  when  this  has  not  been 
declared  expressly  or  by  implication,  contracts  other  than 
such  as  are  personal  in  their  character,  as  promises  to  marry, 
or  engagements  for  personal  services  requiring  skill,  science, 
or  peculiar  qualifications,  may  be  assigned,  and  by  them  the 
Vol.  L.  2 
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personal  representatives  will  be  bound.  In  Ryde  agt.  Wind- 
8or  {Oro.  Eliz,^  552)  it  was  said,  that  executors  are  bound  by 
all  covenants  of  their,  testa  tor,  whether  named  or  not,  "unless 
it  be  such  a  covenant  as  is  to  be  performed  by  the  person  of 
the  testator,  which  they  cannot  perform."  If  the  contract 
be  personal  and  the  performance  of  the  party  himself  be  the 
essence  thereof,  it  neither  devolves  upon  his  representatives, 
nor  can  it  be  assigned  (  Whitens  Exrs.  agt.  Commonwealth^  39 
St  Hep.y  167).  When  the  contract  is  executory  in  its  nature 
and  an  assignee  or  personal  representative  can  fairly  and  suf- 
ficiently execute  all  that  the  original  contractor  could  have 
done,  the  assignee  or  representative  may  do  bo  and  have  the 
benefit  of  the  contract.  Quick  agt.  Ludbaum  (3  BtUstj  30), 
adjudged  a  contract  to  build  a  house  binding  upon  the  execu- 
tors. This  case  has  been  criticised  and  sometimes  its  author- 
ity questioned,  but  the  modem  cases  in  England  and  the 
decisions  of  the  courts  of  this  state  are  in  harmony  with  it ; 

'  it  is  cited  with  approval  in  Siboni  agt.  Kirkmxin  (1  M.  <&  W.^ 
417),  and  in  many  other  cases.  The  act  of  God  in  the  death 
of  the  party  does  not  dissolve  the  contract  or  excuse  perform- 
ance except  in  the  case  of  a  contract  requiring  personal  ser- 
vices, and  then  the  law  will  imply  an  exception.  In  the  case 
last  referred  to,  executors  were  held  entitled  to  enforce  a  con- 
tract for  the  exchange  of  pianos,  made  by  their  testators 
twenty  years  before  the  bringing  of  the  action.  There  may 
be  cases  in  which  the  executor  may  not  be^  compellable  to 

.  perform  a  contract  of  his  testator,  and  yet  may  elect  to  do  so 
and  entitle  himself  in  his  representative  capacity  to  the  com- 
pensation. Marshall  agt.  Broadhent  (1  Cr.  <& «/.,  403  ;  S,  C, 
1  Tyrwhitt,  348)  was  for  work  and  materials  in  building  a 
house  which  the  testator  of  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  build,  but 
died  before  the  work  was  begun,  and  the  plaintifls  were  held 
entitled  to  recover.  The  court  say  that  in  case  of  such  a  con- 
tract, if  the  executors  do  not  go  on  they  will  be  liable  to 
damages  for  not  completing  the  work  ;  and  if  they  go  on 
they  may  recover  as  executors  {seej  also,  Wentworth  agt.  Coohy 
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10  A.<&  Kj  42).  In  the  latter  case,  Fattison,  J.,  refers  to  a 
case  at  Liverpool,  where  a  contract  to  build  a  lighthouse  was 
held  to  be  personal,  and  therefore,  not  assignable,  but  solely 
on  the  ground  of  its  being  a  matter  of  personal  skill  and  sci- 
ence ;  clearly  implying  that  but  for  that  element  in  the  con- 
tract it  would  have  been  assignable.  Sears  agt.  Conover  (34 
Barh.yZ^l)  was  not  unlike  Wentworth  agt.  Cook^  except  that 
the  action  was  an  action  by  the  assignees  of  an  executory 
contract,  for  non-performance  by  the  other  party.  Within 
the  principle  of  the  adjudications  in  this  state,  this  contract 
was  assignable.  The  executor  of  the  contractor  would  have 
been  bound  to  perform  it  to  entitle  him  to  recover  what  had 
been  earned,  and  to  prevent  an  action  for  non-performance. 
It  was  a  contract  not  capable  of  being  performed  in  person 
by  Hackley.  At  most  he  could  only  employ  workmen  and 
appoint  agents  and  overseers  of  the  ^vork.  The  work  did  not 
require  or  call  for  the  exercise  of  any  peculiar  skill,  science 
or  experience ;  it  was,  by  law,  all  to  be  done  under  the  direc- 
tions of  the  city  inspector,  who  may  be  supposed  to  have 
been  in  possession  of  all  the  local  knowledge  and  experience 
essential  to  the  general  direction  of  the  work.  It  was  merely 
the  servile  labor  of  sweeping  and  cleaning  the  streets  afid 
removing  the  garbage,  as  specified  in  the  agreement,  and 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the  city  inspector,  that  the 
contractor  engaged  for.  Work  upon  the  canals  of  this  state, 
either  in  their  repair  or  construction,  calls  for  more  of  skill 
and  scientific  knowledge  as  well  as  of  experience  than  this 
work  could  call  for,  and  yet  contracts  for  that  class  of  work 
have  been  recognized  as  assignable  by  the  legislature  and  by 
the  courts,  and  the  rights  of  assignees  protected  and  enforced 
{JHunseU  agt.  Zevns,  2  Den.j  224).  So  contracts  for  the  labor 
of  convicts  in  the  state  prisons  have  been  expressly  held 
assignable,  and  on  the  ground  that,  notwithstanding  the  inti- 
mate personal  relations  that  must  exist  between  the  con- 
tractor and  the  convict  laborers,  and  their  presence  at  all 
times  within  the  prison  walls,  and  their  opportunities  of  inter- 
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fering  with  the  discipline  of  the  prison,  the  contract  was  not 
personal  in  its  character.  There  the  general  discipline  and 
government  of  the  prison  and  the  prisoners  was  with  the 
warden  and  other  officers,  while  here,  so  far  as  any  judgment 
or  discretion  is  to  be  exercised,  it  was  with  the  city  inspector. 
The  circumstance  that,  by  the  statute,  in  this  case,  the  con- 
tract was  to  be  awarded  as  the  common  council  should  deem 
for  the  best  interests  of  the  city,  does  not  distinguish  this  case 
from  those  referred  to.  This  provision  did  not  refer  to  the 
person  of  the  contractor  but  to  the  terms  of  the  contract ;  it 
was  not  intended  to  enable  the  common  council  to  be  a 
respecter  of  persons  and  to  give  the  contract  to  favorites, 
but  to  give  them  a  discretion  to  choose  between  different  pro- 
posals, relieving  the  authorities  from  the  necessity  of  award- 
ing the  contract  to  the  lowest  bidder,  irrespective  of  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  the  security  offered,  or  the  fairness  or 
sufficiency  of  the  compensation,  to  insure  performance  with 
reasonable  certainty.  This  statutory  provision  does  not 
change  the  character  of  the  work  or  import  into- the  contract 
any  unusual  terms,  or  destroy  its  assignability.  The  assign- 
ment of  the  contract  and  the  intent  of  the  contractor  under 
it,  did  not  terminate  the  agreement  or  authorize  its  rescission 
or  abandonment  by  the  city. 

The  other  objection  deemed  fatal  to  the  action,  and  enti- 
tling the  respondent  to  final  judgment,  is  to  the  validity  of 
the  statutory  enactment  authorizing  the  contract.  It  is 
claimed  and  insisted,  that  it  is  violative  of  section  16  of  arti- 
cle 3  of  the  state  constitution,  declaring  that  no  local  bill 
"shall  embrace  more  than  one  subject,  and  that  shall  be 
expressed  in  the  title."  ^ 

/  This  provision    of  the  fundamental  law  has  been   com- 

mended as  an  efficient  and  necessary  preventive  of  the  com- 
bination of  different  interests  to  enact  a  single  law  embracing 
several  distinct  matters  of  a  local  or  private  character,  and  to 
secure  an  intelligible  and  fair  statement  of  the  purposes  and 
objects  of  a  proposed  law,  that  both  legislators  and  the  pub- 
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lie  might  understand  and  know  the  subject-matter  of,  and  the 
general  object  to  be  effected  by,  the  proposed  legislation.  If 
the  act  and  the  title  are  so  framed,  in  relation  to  each  other 
and  the  objects  expressed  or  indicated  by  the  one  and  enacted 
by  the  other,  as  fairly  to  give  effect  to  this  provision  and 
prevent  the  evils  in  the  mind  of  its  framers,  and  intended 
to  be  remedied,  the  act  will  not  be  held  invalid.  It  has 
repeatedly  been  said  by  different  judges,  and  effect  given  to 
the  declaration  by  the  judgment  of  this  court,  that  the  title 
need  not  be  an  abstract  of  the  act,  disclose  its  details  or 
declare  the  machinery  or  modes  of  procedure  by  which  the 
act  is  to  be  carried  into  effect,  and  its  object  accomplished. 
The  subject  of  an  act  is  that  concerning  which  it  is  enacted, 
and  not  the  substance  of  the  act  itself.  The  subject  of  an 
agreement  is  the  thing  which  is  the  object  of  the  agreement, 
as  the  subject  of  a  discussion  before  or  enactment  by  the 
legislature,  is  the  thing  which  is  the  object  under  discui^ion, 
or  of  the  enactment,  and  not  the  result  of  the  one  or  the 
other.  If  the  title  of  an  act  fairly  and  reasonably  discloses 
what  the  legislation  concerns  or  the  matter  with  which  it 
deals,  and  indicates  its  purpose,  the  constitutional  require* 
ment  is  complied  with.  This  general  principle  has  been  so 
repeatedly  affirmed  in  this  court  that  it  would  be  work  of 
supererogation  to  cite  the  cases.  It  has  uniformly  been 
asserted  and  never  been  questioned. 

The  general  purpose  or  subject  of  the  act  in  which  the 
provision  now  challenged  is  found,  is  the  support  of  the 
government  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York.  It  is 
expressed  more  at  length  in  the  title,  it  is  to  authorize  the 
raising  of  money  by  tax,  and  to  regulate  the  expenditure 
thereof.  The  title  &irly  indicates  the  general  purpose  and 
object,  that  is  the  subject,  of  the  act,  as  being  the  providing 
of  ways  and  means,  and  directing  their  appropriation  for 
city  purposes.  The  whole  subject  being  so  intimately  con- 
nected, in  all  its  details,  that  the  one  branch  could  not  be 
separated  from  the  other.    An  act  to  raise  means  for  the  sup- 
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port  of  the  city  government  would  be  incomplete  and  imper- 
fect without  the  necessary  direction  for  the  application  and 
appropriation,  a  declaration  of  the  purposes  for  which  the 
means  are  raised  and  to  which  they  shall  be  applied.  One 
bill  was  not  necessary  to  levy  the  taxes  and  another  for  dis- 
posing  of  them  when  collected.  That  would  require  that  a 
tax  for  municipal  purposes  could  not  be  levied  without  as 
many  bills  as  there  were  local  objects  to  be  cared  for  or  pur- 
poses to  which  the  tax  should  be  applied,  notwithstanding 
all  were  parts  of  the  ordinary  expenses  of  the  city  govern- 
ment. Many  things  may  and  are  embraced  within  the  same 
subject  within  the  meaning  of  the  clause  of  the  constitution 
under  consideration.  An  act  of  the  legislature,  entitled  "In 
relation  to  the  fees  and  compensation  of  certain  officers  in 
the  city  and  county  of  New  York,"  was  held  single,  and  its 
subject  sufficiently  expressed  in  the  title  although  it  gave  to 
the  several  officers  named  salaries  in  lieu  of  fees,  and  directed 
the  fees  before  then  received  for  their  individual  use  to  be 
collected  by  them  and  paid  into  the  public  treasury,  and  by 
the  same  act  power  was  given  to  the  board  of  supervisors  to 
increase  or  diminish  the  salaries  fixed  by  the  act  {Conner 
agt.  Ma^oTy  eto.j  1  Seld.j  285).  It  was  held  in  Sun,  MuL 
Ins.  Co,  agt.  The  Mayor  (4  id,^  241),  that  the  title  of  an  act 
entitled  "An  act  to  enable  the  supervisors  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York  to  raise  money  by  tax  "  authorized  a 
tax  to  be  assessed  upon  the  city,  and  directing  a  portion  of  it 
for  certain  specified  purposes  to  be  assessed  upon  a  particular 
part  of  the  city,  was  in  compliance  with  the  section  of  the 
constitution  in  question.  The  court  held  that  the  act 
embraced  but  one  subject,  the  levying  of  the  tax ;  that  the 
mode  of  treating  it  need  not  be  stated  in  the  title.  An  act 
entitled,  "An  act  for  the  relief  of  James  Ley  and  Son," 
authorized  the  common  council  of  Syracuse  to  assess  and  col- 
lect, in  the  same  manner  as  the  expenses  of  constructing  a 
sewer  were  by  law  authorized  to  be  assessed  and  collected,  a 
specified  sum,  and  to  pay  it  to  James  Ley  and  Son  for  the 
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construction  of  a  sewer,  was  held  valid  as  embracing  but  one 
subject,  and  that  expressed  in  the  title  {Brewster  agt. 
Syractisey  19  N,  PI,  116).  The  thing  to  be  accomplished 
was  held  well  expressed.  The  diflFerent  steps  by  which  the 
end  was  to  be  accomplished  were  not  distinct  subjects. 

An  act  entitled,  "An  act  relating  to  contracts  by  the  mayor, 
aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York  "  was 
sustained  and  held  valid  against  the  objection,  that  it  did 
not  conform  to  the  provision  of  the  constitution  in  question, 
although  the  act  transferred  the  power  relative  to  assessments 
and  assessment  lists  from  the  common  council  to  a  board  of 
revision  constituted  by  the  act.  The  court  held  that  the 
directions  as  to  the  manner  of  raising  money  by  assessment, 
including  a  change  in  the  body  for  the  revision  of  the  assess- 
ments to  pay  for  the  performance  of  the  contract,  was  a  part 
of  the  one  subject  expressed  in  the  title  {In  re  Volkeningy 
52  iT.  T.y  650).  The  same  principle  was  adjudged  and 
applied  to  special  provisions  in  an  act  with  a  title  similar 
to  that  now  challenged,  for  limiting  and  curtailing  one  class 
of  expenditures  and  restricting  the  power  and  authority  of 
the  city  officials  {In  re  Astor^  50  iT.  F.,  363). 

A  matter  that  is  fairly  incidental  to  the  general  subject 
expressed  in  the  title  may  be  regarded  as  included  within  it 
{People  agt.  BriggSj  id.,  663).  The  same  principle  is  reaf- 
firmed and  applied  to  acts  of  an  essentially  different  character 
from  the  local  and  municipal  acts  before  referred  to  {People 
agt.  Dudlej/y  58  id.y  323 ;  Wenzler  agt.  People,  id.,  616). 
No  adjudged  case  of  authority  can  be  found  in  conflict  with 
those  quoted,  or  which  does  not  entirely  harmonize  with  the 
rule  of  construction  and  decision  which  prevailed  in  those 
cases.  Isolated  expressions  of  judges  may  be  found,  which, 
separated  from  the  context  and  thB  particular  statutes  under 
discussion,  might  seem  to  conflict  with  them ;  but  when 
rightly  understood  in  reference  to  the  subjects  under  consid- 
eration they  are  all  capable  of  an  interpretation  in  entire 
accord  with  the  cases  cited  and  the  validity  of  the  act  now 
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before  us  The  subject  of  the  expenditure  of  moneys  for  elean- 
mg  the  streets,  and  the  making  of  contracts  for  that  service, 
was  clearly  embraced  within  the  words  of  the  title  of  the  act. 

The  levying  of  the  taxes,  and  the  expenditure  thereof  for 
the  purposes,  and  in  the  manner  and  under  the  restrictions 
declared  by  the  act,  constituted  but  one  subject.  The  act 
did  not  propose  to,  nor  did  it  change  or  alter  the  charter  of 
the  city.  It  did  not  effect  so  great  a  change  in  the  powers 
and  duties  of  the  city  officials  as  did  the  acts  held  valid  in 
several  of  the  cases  cited  {Supra).  The  permission  to  the 
common  council  to  make  a  contract  for  a^  term  of  years  was 
regarded  by  the  legislature  as  necessarily  incidental  to  a  let- 
ting of  the  work  by  contract  at  all,  for  the  obvious  reason 
that  no  person  could  take  a  contract  for  a  single  year  and 
incur  the  large  expenditure  necessary  to  perform  it,  except 
upon  terms  ruinous  to  the  city.  The  privilege  of  letting  the 
work  for  longer  than  a  single  year  was  necessary  to  secure  a 
taker  upon  reasonable  terms.  The  act  did  not  touch  or  in 
any  way  affect  the  charter  or  governmental  organization  of 
the  city,  or  vary  the  powers  or  duties  of  its  governing  body. 
It  merely  took  a  single  work,  for  which  means  were  provided 
by  tax,  out  of  the  general  law  requiring  all  contracts  to  be  let 
to  the  lowest  bidder.  This  was  but  the  regulation  of  the 
expenditure  of  a  portion  of  the  tax  authorized  by  the  act, 
and  within  the  title.  The  act  was  constitutionally  passed, 
and  is  valid. 

The  claim  that  the  city  was  justified  in  terminating  the 
contract,  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the  contractor  to  sweep 
the  streets  during  the  winter  when  ice  and  snow  covered  the 
ground,  is  untenable.  The  contract  made  reasonable  pro- 
vision for  the  services  to  be  rendered  by  the  contractor  dur- 
ing such  times  when,  in  the  jiature  of  things,  a  full  and  literal 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  other  clauses  of  the 
contract  regulating  the  hours  and  times  for  sweeping  the 
streets  was  impracticable.  The  seventh  clause  of  the  contract 
gave  the  measure  of  the  services  to  be  performed  during  the 
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winter,  and  by  it  the  contractor  was  only  required  to  keep 
the  streets  reasonably  passable  for  rebicles,  and  the  cross- 
walks and  gutters  intersecting  the  same  clear  of  snow  and 
ice.  The  parties  having  by  their  i^reement  made  special 
provision  for  the  sewers  daring  the  winter  months,  by  which 
the  sweeping  of  the  streets  was  suspended  and  a  modified 
service  substituted  for  the  more  full  and  elaborate  cleaning 
and  sweeping  of  the  summer,  the  intervention  and  dispensa- 
tion of  the  city  inspector  was  not  necessary  to  relieve  the 
contractor  from  the  sweeping  during  that  season.  The  con- 
tracting parties  assumed  that  the  performance  of  such  work 
would  be  impracticable  as  well  as  unnecessary  during  the 
winter  season,  and  therefore  dispensed  with  it.  The  referee 
rightly  construed  the  agreement  in  this  respect,  and  by  no 
other  interpretation  could  effect  be  given  to  the  seventh 
clause  of  the  contract,  and  with  this  construction  every  part 
of  this  instrument  is  harmonious. 

That  the  contractor  for  performing  the  work,  upon  the 
unjustifiable  abrogation  of  the  contract,  was  entitled,  not- 
withstanding the  wrongful  act  of  the  city,  to  the  profits  and 
advantages  which  would  have  inured  to  him  as  the  direct  and 
immediate  fruits  of  the  contract,  had  he  been  permitted  to 
perform  the  same,  is  not  disputed.  These  were  the  induce- 
ments to  the  contract  in  the  minds  of  the  parties,  and  the 
right  to  them  was  as  absolute  as  would  have  been  his  right  to 
the  stipulated  compensation  upon  a  full  performance.  The 
measure  of  damages  in  an  action  for  a  violation  of  an  execu- 
tory agreement  is  too  well  settled  by  authority  ta  require 
discussion,  and  the  rule  adopted  by  the  courts  commends 
itself  for  its  simplicity  as  well  as  equity  and  good  sense.  It 
secures  to  the  injured  party,  as  a  compensation  only,  such 
advantages  as  the  parties  must  be  deemed  to  have  had  in 
their  minds  in  making  the  agreement,  and  excludes  all  con- 
tingent and  uncertain  profits,  every  thing  that  may  not  rea- 
sonably be  supposed'  to  have  been  within  the  contemplation 
of  the  contracting  parties  and  would  not  naturally  follow  the 
VOL.L  8 


18  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REP0RT8. 


Devlin  agt  Mayor. 


breach.  The  party  who  has  been  wrongfully  deprived  of  the 
gains  and  profits  of  an  executory  contract  may  recover  as  an 
equivalent  and  by  way  of  damages  the  difi^erence  between  the 
contract-price  —  the  amount  which  he  would  have  earned  and 
been  entitled  to  recover  on  performance  —  and  the  amount 
which  it  would  have  cost  him  to  perform  the  contract 
{Mijsterton  agt.  The  MayoTj  cfeo.,  7  Silly  61 ;  Clark  agt.  The 
Same,  4  G(mst.y  338 ;  Origin  agt.  Cohn,  \^  N.  Y.,  489 ; 
Messereau  agt.  7%«  Jf.  Y.  Shot  wnd  Lead  Co.,  40  id,,  422 ; 
Cassidy  agt.  Le  Fevre,  45  id.,  562). 

The  referee  professes  to  have  adopted  this  rule  as  the 
measure  of  damages,  but  evidence  was  given  over  the  objec- 
tion of  the  city  as  showing,  or  tending  to  show,  what  it 
would  have  cost  the  contractor  to  perform  the  agreement  on 
his  part,  of  the  prices  at  which  the  contractor  had  sub-let 
large  sections  and  parts  of  the  work.  The  agents  of  the 
city  in  agreeing  to  the  prices  specified  in  the  contract  for  the 
services  to  be  performed,  could  only  have  had  in  their  mind 
the  actual  and  fair  cost  of  the  work  to  the  party  by  whom  it 
should  be  performed,  and  the  profits  to  which  the  contractor 
would  be  entitled  upon  that  basis.  Any  incidental  advan- 
tages which  the  contractor  could  secure  by  favorable  contracts 
for  parts  of  the  work  were  not  in  the  mind  of  the  parties, 
and  cannot  avail  to  the  party  seeking  damages  for  the  viola- 
tion of  the  agreement.  Such  a  contract  is  not  evidence  for 
any  purpose  against  the  party  who  has  only  undertaken  for 
damages  upon  the  principle,  and  measured  by  the  rule 
referred  to.  It  is  no  evidence  that  the  actual  and  fair  cost 
of  the  work  would  not  be  greatly  in  excess  of  the  prices 
agreed  to  be  paid  the  sub-contractor,  and  there  can  be  no 
certainty  that  the  contract  would  be  performed,  and  the 
actual  gain  to  the  original  contractor  be  the  difference 
between  the  amounts  stipulated  in  the  two  contracts.  A 
party  is  not  entitled  in  seeking  compens{ktion  for  the  loss  of 
gains  upon  a  breach  of  the  contract  by  the  other  party  to  the 
benefits  of,  or  to  be  indemnified  against,  a  contract  made  with 
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third  persons  Dot  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  when 
the  agreement  was  made  {Mcutertan  agt  Mwyor^  <&e.j  Ghriffin 
agt.  Cohn^  Cas^idy  agt.  Le  Fevrey  supra;  Blcmchard  SLgt. 
JSh/j  21  W.  JS.y  842 ;  Myers  agt.  jBume,  35  JV.  Z.,  269). 
The  advantages  and  benefits  of  the  sub-contracts  are  quite 
too  uncertain  and  ecHitingent  to  be  taken  into  consideration 
in  estimating  the  profits  the  original  contractor  might  have 
made  under  his  contract. 

The  objection  to  this  evidence  was  very  distinctly  taken  in 
behalf  of  the  city,  and  the  objection  as  distinctly  overruled^ 
and  we  cannot  say  that  it  did  not  influence  the  result,  or  that 
it  was  rejected  by  the  referee  in  awarding  the  damages. 
Although  each  question  was  not  objected  to,  the  counsel  for 
the  eity  objected  to  the  first  two  questions  calling  for  it,  and 
the  referee  does  not  seem  to  have  passed  upon  the  objection 
at  that  time.  The  witness  then,  in  answer  to  these  and 
three  or  four  other  questions  immediately  following,  gave  the 
objectionable  evidence. 

The  case  then  states :  ^^  Mr.  McKeon  objects  to  the  whole 
of  this  testimony,"  and  this  statement  is  evidently  but  a 
repetition  of  the  objection  taken  to  the  first  questions  lead- 
ing to  the  subject,  and  shows  that  the  counsel  had  not 
waived  his  objection  or  acquiesced  in  the  evidence.  A 
motion  was  then  made  to  strike  it  out,  and  the  objection  and 
motion  were  overruled  and  an  exception  taken.  The  objec- 
tion was  reasonable  and  the  exception  well  taken,  and  the 
action  of  the  referee  shows  that  he  regarded  the  testimony  as 
comjpetent  and  material,  and  leaves  no  room  to  doubt  that  he 
gave  force  and  effect  to  it  in  computing  the  damages.  The 
city  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  objection  and  exception, 
and  to  a  new  trial  for  this  error. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  for  the  city  must  be 
reversed,  but  so  much  of  the  judgment  as  reverses  the  jndg- 
ment  of  the  referee  must  be  ^BSrmed  and  a  new  trial  granted, 
costs  to  abide  event. 

All  concur.    Rapaxlo,  J.,  absent. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Ttleb  W.  Paskbb,  as  executor,  agt.  Johk  W.  Waeth. 

Appeal  from  an  order  aftar  judgment 

Where  an  answer  has  been  stricken  oiit  as  frivolous  and  jadgment  entered^ 
no  appeal  can  be  taken  from  the  order  striking  out  the  answer  if  there 
is  no  appeal  from  the  Judgment. 

General  Terrn^  First  Depa/rlmentj  October^  1876. 

Before  Juaticea  Davis,  Bbady  and  Daioels. 

Motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal. 

J.  W.  Jvdson^  for  appellant. 

Oeo.  W.  Van  Slyckj  for  respondent. 

Brady,  J.  —  The  appeal  taken  in  this  case  mnst  be  dis- 
missed. The  answer  was  on  motion  stricken  out  as  frivolous, 
and  judgment  ordered  for  the  plaintiff.  The  judgment  was 
entered,  and,  thereafter,  this  appeal  was  taken,  not  from  the 
judgment,  but  the  order  upon  which  it  was  based. 

Many  decisions  affecting  the  subject,  namely,  whether  the 
appeal  may  be  from  the  order  or  should  be  from  the  judg- 
ment, have  been  made,  which  are  sometimes  in  conflict  and 
sometimes  reconcilable.  A  collection  of  them  might  be 
found  in  Waifs  Practice  {vol.  3,  j)p.  593,  594,  595),  to  which 
the  curious  student  is  referred.  The  cases  in  which,  as  there 
stated,  the  appeal  from  the  order  has  been  upheld  and  advo- 
cated are  those  in  which  a  further  answer  was  permitted,  and 
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in  which,  coDsequently,  no  judgment  was  ordered  in  the  first 
instance.  Many  adjudications  will  be  found  there  grouped, 
holding  that  when  judgment  is  ordered  the  appeal  must  be 
from  it  It  will  be  found,  also,  that  the  appeal  has  been  sus- 
tained where  it  is  taken  before  the  judgment  is  entered,  a 
distinction  which  may  well  be  made,  although  the  efficacy  of 
appeal,  unless  a  stay  of  proceedings  is  obtained,  may  well  be 
doabted.  Section  349  provides  for  an  appeal  from  an  order 
in  any  stage  of  the  action,  including  proceedings  supple- 
mentary to  execution,  but  the  action  eo  nomine  ceases  with 
the  judgment.  The  ri^t  is  then  determined,  and  all  that 
retrains  to  be "  done  is  to  enforce  payment,  or  compel  the  per- 
formance of  what  the  judgment  decrees  shall  be  done.  Here 
there  was  no  stay  of  the  action  when  the  appeal  was  taken. 
It  had  ended,  and  in  the  judgment  the  order  was  merged, 
leaving  the  defendant  to  his  remedy  by  appeal  from  the  judg- 
ment alone,  which  would,  necessarily,  bring  up  the  order  of 
which  it  was  predicated.  This  is  the  rational  view  of  the 
section,  and  in  accord  with  the  adjudications  referred  to  in 
Wait  {mpra)y  holding  that  where,  as  in  this  case,  judgment 
is  ordered  and  entered,  the  appeal  cannot  be  taken  from  the 
order  only. 

If  the  appeal  be  from  the  order  no  stay  of  proceedings 
relating  to  it  would  prevent  thc^  plaintiff  from  collecting  the 
judgment.  To  prevent  that  there  must  be  a  stay  of  the  judg- 
ment itself,  and  the  Code  makes  no  provision  for  a  stay  of 
proceedings  upon  the  judgment  rendered  on  an  appeal,  taken 
after  the  entry  of  judgment,  from  an  interlocutory  order 
granted  pending  the  action.  All  the  consequences  of  a  judg- 
ment, therefore,  seem  to  be  in  hostility  to  an  appeal  from  an 
order  made  in  the  action,  prior  to  the  judgment  rendered, 
and  from  which  no  appeal  was  taken  until  after  the  judgment 
was  perfected. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  must,  for  these  reasons,  be  granted, 
with  ten  dollars  costs. 

Davis,  P.  J.,  and  Daniels,  J.,  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COURT 

Thb  Psoplb  of  thb  Statb  of  New  Yobk  agt.  Thb  Third 

Avenue  SAviNas  Bank. 

Fdu^  and  drovmstanees  which  author&e  the  renunoL  cf  a  reoeiMr, 

An  indiyidoal  who  was  appointed  secretaiy  of  an  inaolyent  savings  bank 
by  its  directors,  and  was  used  by  them  Iq  a  month  thereafter  to  make 
and  verify  a  false  statement  declaring  its  solvency,  and  who  was  named 
by  them  as  its  receiver  in  a  suit  which  they  caused  to  be  instituted  to 
wind  up  its  afiUrs,  is  not  a  fit  and  proper  person  to  execute  such  a  trust; 
especially  should  he  not  be  retained  wh^i  every  creditor,  so  far  as 
known,  asks  for  his  removal. 

Besides,  his  connection  with  the  managers  of  the  institution,  being  the 
secretary  of  their  selection  and  the  receiver  of  their  choice,  would 
naturally  hfisj^g  his  duties  as  receiver  into  direct  collision  with  his  feel- 
ings of  personal  obligation  to  the  managers  whom  he  might  be  called 
upon  to  prosecute  as  receiver.  To  such  a  temptation,  no  officer  which 
the  court  selects  should  be  subjected. 

Ulster  Special  Term^  Ifovember^  1876. 

MonoN  oa  the  part  oi  the  detendantB  to  remove  William 
S.  Carman  from  the  office  of  receiver  of  the  bank 

Mr,  Fitchs  tor  sundry  depositors  making  the  motion. 

Algernon  S.  StMi/v<my  tor  other  depositors  who  miite  in 
the  application. 

James  S.  Steams,  for  still  other  depositors,  who  also  ask 
the  removal  of  the  receiver. 

Peet  dk  Hun,  for  the  receiver. 

Cha/rles  H.  FairchUdj  depnty  attorney-general,  for  people. 
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WssTBBOOK,  J.  —  Continual  engagements  in  circuit,  since 
the  submission  of  this  matter  one  week  ago,  have  prevented 
its  earlier  examination  and  decision,  and  other  and  pressing 
duties  at  the  present  only  allow  a  very  brief  statement  of  the 
reasons  which  induce  me  to  grant  the  application  to  remove 
the  receiver.  From  the  complaint  in  the  action  which  was 
verified  by  Daniel  Bates,  president  of  the  defendant,  it 
appears  that  the  Third  Avenue  Savings  Bank  wks,  on  the  29th 
day  of  September,  1875  (the  dAy  of  the  verification  of  such 
complaint),  insolvent  and  had  been  for  more  than  a  year  prior 
to  such  date.  On  the  23d  day  of  January,  1875,  the  receiver, 
who  was  then  the  sec^'etary  of  the  corporation,  signed  and 
verified  a  report  which  purported  to  be  a  just  and  true  state- 
ment of  the  condition  thereof  on  the  first  day  of  that  month, 
whereby  it  was  shown  that  the  bank  was  solvent,  and  that  the 
assets  of  the  institution  were  $6,960.65  in  excess  of  its 
liabilities.  On  the  26th  day  of  December,  1874,  and  about  a 
month  prior  to,  the  date  of  such  report,  the  present  receiver 
had  been  made  the  secretary  of  the  defendant,  at  which  time 
its  situation  must  have  been  known  to  the  directors  who 
appointed  him.  The  suit  to  dissolve  the  corporation  and 
wind  up  its  affairs  was  confessedly  instituted  at  the  request 
of  its  directors,  and  the  appointment  of  the  present  receiver 
upon  the  application  for  judgment,  no  objection  being  made 
by  any  of  the  counsel  who  appeared  in  it  originally,  was 
evidently  the  suggestion  of  such  officers.  The  present  appli- 
cation, then,  presents  this  question  :  Is  an  individual  who,  on 
the  26th  day  of  December,  1874,  was  appointed  secretary  of 
the  then  known  insolvent  savings  bank  by  its  then  directors, 
who  was  used  by  them  in  a  month  thereafter  to  make  and 
verify  a  false  statement  declaring  its  solvency,  and  who  was 
named  by  them  as  its  receiver  in  a  suit  which  they  caused  to 
be  instituted  to  wind  up  its  affairs,  a  fit  and  proper  person 
to  execute  such  trust ;  especially  should  he  be  retained  when 
every  creditor,  so  far  as  known,  asks  for  his  removal?  The 
statement  of  the  case  indicates  the  answer.    If  Mr.  Carman 


24         NEW  YORK  PKAOTICE  REPORTS. 

People  agt.  Third  At.  Savings  Bank. 

made  a  willfully  felse  oath  in  January,  1876,  representing  the 
bank  to  be  solvent,  he  surely  is  not  a  proper  person  to  be 
intrusted  with  the  delicate  and  important  duties  which  he  is 
called  upon  as  receiver  to  discharge.  If,  after  filling  the 
office  of  secretary  for  only  three  days  less  than  a  month  he 
could  be  so  easily  imposed  upon  as  to  make  such  false  state- 
ments he  certainly  has  not  the  requisite  mental  qualifications 
to  grapple  with  the  difficulties  which  must  surround  him  in 
his  new  position.  If  he  was  so  confiding  as  he  says  he  was,  by 
way  of  excuse,  as  to  take  the  actuary's  statement  of  the  condition 
of  the  company  as  true,  and  swear  positively  upon  mere  informa- 
tion, without  knowledge,  such  confidence  may  be  imposed  upon 
hereafter,  as  it  certainly  has  been  in  the  past,  to  the  great 
injury  of  others.  Apart,  however,  from  the  objections  which 
present  themselves  to  the  continuance  of  Mr.  Carman  as 
receiver,  by  reason  of  his  confessedly  erroneous  report  and 
affidavit  in  January  last,  his  connection  with  the  managers  of 
the  institution  renders  him  an  improper  person  to  discharge 
this  trust.  He  was  the  secretary  of  their  selection;  the 
receiver  of  their  choice.  In  his  latter  capacity  he  will  be  called 
upon  to  investigate  the  acts  of  his  patrons,  and  the  proper 
discharge  of  his  duties  may  require  him  to  sue  those  to  whom 
he  is  under  personal  obligations.  Duty  and  feeling  should 
not  collide  in  the  person  of  the  receiver.  If  they  do,  and  the 
former  is  overcome,  human  nature  will  only  repeat  itself.  To 
such  a  temptation  no  officer  which  the  court  selects  should  be 
subjected.  These  views  have  been  expressed  before  by  me 
in  another  case  and  they  are  regarded  as  sound  now.  Besides 
the  investigation  of  his  own  conduct  as  secretary  may 
be  necessary.  How  many  of  the  present  depositors  of  the 
defendant,  if  any,  have  become  such  by  reason  of  his  false 
statement,  in  January,  does  not  appear.  It  is  but  fair  to 
conclude,  however,  that  as  there  was  no  public  disavowal  by 
Mr.  Carman  of  the  want  of  truth  in  his  affidavit  until  this 
suit,  instituted  in  September  last,  to  dissolve  and  distribute 
the  effects  of  the  corporation,  startled  the  public,  that  con 
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fliderable  of  the  creditors  became  snch  during  that  period.  la 
it  fair  to  snch  persons  that  Mr.  Carman  should  sit  in  judg- 
ment upon  his  own  conduct  i  To  this,  most  obviously,  only 
a  negative  answer  can  be  given.  For  the  reasons  thus  briefly 
stated,  Mr.  Carman  must  be  removed,  and  a  new  receiver 
appointed.  The  attorneys  for  the  moving  parties  will  pre- 
pare the  necessary  order  and  submit  the  same  to  me  for 
approval. 

Vol.  L.  4 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Thb  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  respondents,  agt. 
WnjjAic  M.  Tweed,  impleaded,  &c.,  appellant. 

QmsUotu  qf  pracUee — appeal  dmm^ed. 

Whether  a  defendant  can  be  held  to  bail  in  a  second  action  commenced 
for  the  same  cause  of  a  previous  action  discontinued,  is  not  a  matter  of 
legal  right,  but  is  to  be  determined  upon  circumstances.  When  the 
second  action  is  vexatious,  the  general  rule  id  that  the  defendant  shall 
not  again  be  arrested,  otherwise  he  may  be. 

Where  the  action  id  discontinued  by  an  order  of  the  special  term,  and 
the  plaintiffs  ordered  to  pay  the  costs,  which  they  offer  to  do  as  soon  as 
adjusted,  the  order  of  discontinuance  is  valid  and  effectual  from  the 
time  of  its  service,  and  the  plaintiffs  would  not  be  in  fault  until  the 
defendant  procured  the  costs  to  be  adjusted  and  demanded. 

It  has  been  decided  by  this  court  that  an  order  of  arrest  and  attachment 
may  be  had  in  the  same  action,  and  that  it  is  discretionary  with  the 
court  below  to  determine  when  both  remedies  may  be  resorted  to. 
Being  discretionary,  it  is  not  reviewable  here. 

The  question,  whether  the  amount  of  bail  in  any  case  is  excessive,  is  clearly 
a  question  of  discretion  with  the  court  below,  and  not  reviewable  here. 

Whether  the  act  of  1875,  authorizing  this  action,  is  unconstitutional  upon 
the  ground  that  the  legislature  cannot  interfere  and  authorize  the  attor- 
ney-general to  prosecute  for  money  belonging  to  the  city  oi^  county  of 
New  York,  is  a  question  which  should  be  litigated  on  the  trial  of  the 
action  and  not  determined  upon  a  special  motion. 

Decided  November^  1875. 

Damd  DtuUey  JFieldy  for  appellant. 

Wheeler  H.  Peckhami,  for  respondents. 

Chuboh,  Ch.  J. — The  questions  presented  on  this  appeal  are : 

First.  Whether  the  defendant  can  be  held  to   bail  in  a 

second  action  commenced  for  the  same  canse  of  a  previous 

action  discontinued.      The   defendant  invokes  the  maxim, 
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^^  Nemo  debet  hie  vexoHapro  %ma  et  eadem  cattsa  "  (3  Moore^ 
607).  Aflflnming  that  this  is  for  the  same  canse  of  action  as 
the  previons  action,  it  is  always  a  qnestion  of  &ct,  depending 
npon  drcumBtances,  whether  the  second  action  is  vexations. 
When  snch  is  the  fSu^t  the  general  role  is  that  the  defendant 
shall  not  be  again  arrested,  otherwise  he  may  be.  The 
exemption  is  not  a  matter  of  legal  right,  bnt  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  circumstances  (1  Chiity  R&p.j  161-278 ;  K.  5., 
2  Wilson,  881 ;  2  Stra.,  12-16 ;  K.  J?.,  ^xStra.,  439 ;  UJ.  R., 
346 ;  8  Ta/nett,  24).  The  first  action  was  discontinued  npon 
the  final  decision  of  this  court  against  the  right  to  bring  it  in 
the  name  of  the  people  of  the  state.  A  special  act  of  the 
legislature  was  subsequently  obtained  authorizing  it,  and  this 
action  was  commenced  in  pursuance  of  such  act.  The  good 
&ith  of  the  former  prosecution  is  not  questioned,  and  the 
circumstances  repel  the  idea  of  vexation*  It  is  not  review- 
able in  this  court. 

Second.  The  second  point  is  that  the  first  aetion  was  not 
discontinued  when  the  arrest  was  made,  and  this  is  affirmed 
upon  the  ground  that  the  costs  of  the  fbrmer  action  bad  not 
been  paid.  The  action  was  discontinued  by  an  order  of  the 
special  term,  and  the  plaintifis  were  ordered  to  pay  the  costs, 
which  was  offered  to  be  done  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  as 
soon  as  adjusted.  We  think  the  order  of  discontinuance  was 
valid  and  effectual  from  the  time  it  was  served;  and  the 
l^intifib  would  not  be  in  fault  until  the  defendant  procured 
the  costs  to  be  adjusted  and  demanded,  which  was  never 
done.  The  question  as  to  the  remedy  of  the  party  would 
have  been  presented  to  the  court  below  as  a  question  of  prac- 
tice for  that  court  to  determine. 

Third.  The  next  point  urged  is,  that  the  order  to  hold  to 
bail  should  be  vacated,  because  the  plaintiffs  also  procured  an 
attachment.  It  does  not  appear  that  any  property  was  levied 
upon  by  virtue  of  the  attachment.  Besides,  this  court  has 
held  that  an  order  of  arrest  and  attachment  may  be  had  in 
the  same  action,  and  that  it  is  discretionary  with  the  court  to 
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detefmine  when  both  remedies  may  be  resorted  to  (50  Jf.  7"., 
456).     Being  discretionary  it  is  not  reviewable  here. 

Fowi^th.  It  is  also  urged  that  the  amount  of  bail  is  exces- 
sive. This  is  clearly  a  question  of  discretion  with  the  court 
below,  and  so  not  appealable.  There  is  no  rule  of  law  that 
a  party  shall  not  be  held  to  bail  in  the  sum  of  $3,000,000, 
especially  in  the  case  where  the  amount  sought  to  be  recov- 
ered is  double  that  sum. 

Fifth.  The  last  question  presented  is  that  the  act  of  1875 
authorizing  this  action  is  unconstitutional,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  legislature  cannot  interfere  and  authorize  the  attor- 
ney-general to  prosecute  for  money  belonging  to  the  city  or 
county  of  New  York.  We  agree  with  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiffs  that  this  is  a  question  which  should  be  litigated  on 
the  trial  of  the  action  and  not  determined  upon  a  special 
motion,  for  obvious  reasons,  urged  by  him.  It  is  not 
improper,  however,  to  say,  that  in  the  former  action  this 
court,  while  holding  that  the  action  could  not  then  be  prose- 
cuted in  the  name  of  the  people  of  the  state,  intimated  that 
the  legislature  had  the  power  to  authorize  such  prosecution  by 
statute.  The  act  of  1875  was  passed  for  that  purpose.  I 
have  examined  the  brief  of  the  learned  counsel  and  the  opin- 
ion of  judge  CooLBT,  cited  by  him  (m  28  Mich.y  228),  con- 
taining an  able  discussion  of  the  relations  existing  between 
the  state  government  of  Michigan  and  municipalities  within 
its  jurisdiction,  and  the  right  of  the  former  to  control  the 
local  concerns  of  the  latter,  and  they  have  failed  to  con- 
vince me  that  the  legislature  of  this  state  does  not  possess 
full  power,  except  as  restricted  in  the  constitution,  to  control 
by  direct  legislation  the  local  affairs  of  a  public  nature  of  any 
of  the  civil  divisions  of  the  state.  This  general  proposition 
was  affirmed  by  this  court  in  The  People  agt.  Flagg  (46  N. 
Y.^  401).  It  is,  however,  unnecessary  to  elaborate  the  ques- 
tion or  definitely  adjudicate  it,  as  it  more  properly  belongs  to 
the  trial  of  the  action. 

The  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 
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SUPREME  OOTTRT. 

Austin  Shsbman  agt  William  0.  Oonnbb,  sheriff  of  the 

city  and  oonntj  of  New  York. 

Seniee  qf  a  mimmont  on  a  sheriff — mffideney  qf. 

The  service  of  a  summons  upon  a  sherifl^  in  an  action  against  him,  most 
be  made  penonally  upon  the  sheriff. 

The  service  of  a  summons  upon  the  sheriff  by  delivering  a  copj  thereof 
to  the  under  sheriff,  in  the  office  of  the  sheriff,  the  sheriff  at  the  time 
being  absent  therefrom,  in  pursuance  of  the  Revised  Statutes  providing 
that  every  notice  or  other  paper  which  shall  be  required  to  be  served  on 
any  sheriff,  may  be  served  by  leaving  the  same  at  the  office  designated 
by  him  in  his  notice  filed  in  the  county  clerk's  office,  during  office  hours, 
is  not  a  sufficient  service  of  such  summons. 

Even  if  these  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  could  be  construed  to 
embrace  the  service  of  notices  or  papers  by  which  an  action  might  be 
commenced  against  the  sheriff,  they  are  repealed  by  the  Code,  sections 
468,  127  and  184. 

Special  Term^  Ifovember  3, 1875. 

0.  P.  Bndj  for  plaintiff 

Vanderpod,  Green  <6  Gumming^  for  defendant. 

Van  Vob8t,  J.  —  The  only  method  of  commencing  civil 
actions  in  the  conrts  of  record  of  this  state  is  by  the  service 
of  a  summons  {Code^  sec.  127).  The  method  of  service  is 
provided  for  in  section  134.  The  present  case  comes  nnder 
the  fourth  subdivision  of  the  section,  and  service  of  the  snm- 
mons  conld  only  be  made  so  as  to  commence  the  action  by 
the  delivery  of  a  copy  thereof  to  the  defendant,  personally, 
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unless  the  fact  that  the  defendant  was  the  sherifiE  of  the  city 
and  connty  of  New  York,  and  was  prosecuted  for  the  escape 
from  the  liberties  of  the  jail  of  a  party  held  by  him  under 
execution,  justified  a  service  other  than  personal. 

The  service  of  the  summons  in  this  case  was  not  made 
upon  the  defendant  in  person,  but  a  copy  thereof  was  deliv- 
ered to  John  E.  Gumming,  the  under  sheriff  of  the  defendant, 
at  the  office  of  the  sheriff,  the  defendant  himself  being  absent 
therefrom.  In  default  of  an  answer,  on  the  nineteenth  of 
July  last,  a  judgment  was  entered  against  the  .defendant  for 
the  sum  of  $755.32. 

The  defendant  makes  an  oath  that  no  summons  in  the 
action  was  ever  served  upon  him,  and  that  the  first  intima- 
tion he  had  of  the  action  and  the  judgment  was  from  his 
attorneys  on  the  fifth  day  of  August,  after  the  judgment  was 
rendered.  The  service  on  the  under  sheriff,  instead  of  the 
defendant  in  perspn,  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  justified 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (2  HevisedStat- 
utesjpage  285,  8ec8.  55,  56 ;  see  Edmonds^  Statutes  at  ZargSj 
vol.  2,  page  29^).  The  fifty-fifth  section  provides,  that  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  of  every  county  to  keep  an 
office  in  some  proper  place  in  the  city  or  village  in  which  the 
county  courts  are  held,  of  which  he  shall  file  a  notice  in  the 
office  of  the  county  clerk.  Section  56  provides,  that  every 
notice  or  other  paper  which  shall  be  required  to  be  served  on 
any  sheriff  may  be  served  by  leaving  the  same  at  the  office  desig- 
nated by  him  in  such  notice,  during  the  hours  for  which  the 
office  is  required  to  be  kept  open.  But  if  there  be  any  per- 
son belonging  to  such  office  therein,  such  notice  or  paper 
shall  be  delivered  to  such  person,  ai^d  every  such  service 
shall  be  deemed  equivalent  to  a  pei*sonal  service  on  such 
sheriff. 

It  appears  in  the  case  that  the  sheriff,  on  the  12th  day  of 
January,  1874:,  filed  in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk,  a  notice 
specifying  that  the  office  of  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  New 
York  is  located  in  the  basement  of  the  new  court-house  in 
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the  city  hall  park,  and  that  the  service  was  made  at  the  sher- 
i£PB  ofiSce. 

The  provisions  of  the  Revised  Btatates  above  are  taken 
from  article  2,  of  chapter  3,  and  are  embraced  under  the  head, 
'^  Of  the  powers  and  duties  of  certain  judicial  officers." 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  a  summons  in  an  action  against 
the  sherifT  is  not  a  ''  notice  or  other  paper/'  which  may  be 
served  upon  him  by  leaving  the  same  at  his  office,  or  other- 
wise than  by  delivering  the  same  to  him  personally. 

The  provisions  of  the  Code  referred  to  relate  to  the  manner 
of  bringing  actions,  and  should  be  held  to  include  a  suit 
against  the  sheriff  for  any  act  or  omission  in  office,  by  which 
he  has  inourred  a  personal  liability.  The  papers  and  notices 
which  may  be  served  upon  the  sheriff  by  leaving  the  same  at 
his  office  with  his  clerk  or  deputy,  refer  to  the  large  class  of 
papers  and  notices  which  are  required  by  law  to  be  served  on 
the  sheriff,  as  such,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  and  which  do  not 
concern  him  personally,  as  an  action  for  an  escape  certainly 
does. 

These  are  statutory  notices  respecting  elections,  precepts 
for  the  Bummcming  of  jurors,  notices  and  orders  to  return 
executions,  notices  concerning  the  redemption  of  real  estate, 
papers  on  the  surrender  of  bail,  notices  in  respect  to  the  non- 
acceptance  of  bail,  and  other  official  notices  and  papers,  in 
Teeped  to  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  provide  official 
care  and  attention,  and  might  well  be  left  at  his  office  with 
the  same  effect  as  if  left  with  himself. 

Even  if  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  above  referred 
to  could  be  construed  to  embrace  the  service  of  notices  or  papers 
by  which  an  action  might  be  commenced  against  the  sheriff,  as 
to  such  method  of  service,  the  same  is  repealed  by  section  4:68  of 
the  Code,  and  the  other  sections  above  referred  to,  the  latter 
of  which  establish  the  manner  in  wiuch  actions  may  be 
commenced. 

The  judgment  should  be  set  aside,  with  costs. 
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STTPREME  COURT. 
James  Ebwin  and  Clarence  M.  Zeh  agt.  Obcab  Haiciltoh* 

IfaUan  to  set  cuide  a  verdict  on  the  grownd  of  alleged  improper  detention  of  the 

jury  by  directions  of  the  court. 

In  making  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  verdict  on  the  ground  of  improper 
detention  of  the  Jmy  by  the  court,  after  they  had  retired  to  deliberate 
upon  their  verdict,  it  is  commendable  in  counsel  to  make  the  motion 
before  the  same  judge  who  tried  the  cause.  The  affidavits  of  the  jurors 
upon  such  a  motion  cannot  be  used. 

The  trial  of  this  cause  was  finished  and  given  to  the  jury  at  about  half* 
past  six  o*clock  p.  m.,  on  Friday.  In  about  an  hour  the  Jury  came  into 
the  court  room  and  informed  the  judge  that  they  were  unable  to  agree. 
The  judge  refused  to  discharge  them,  and  said  he  would  go  to  supper 
and  return  there  about  half -past  eight;  that  he  would  then  wait  a  rea- 
sonable time  for  the  verdict,  and  if  they  M\ed  to  agree  before  the  court 
adjourned  for  the  evening,  they  could  bring  a  sealed  verdict  on  Monday 
at  half -past  three  o'clock  p.  m.,  to  which  time  the  court  would  adjourn. 
They  were  distinctly  informed  that  every  provision  would  be  made  for 
their  comfort  during  the  time  of  their  confinement,  which  was  possible, 
and  that  no  juror  should  yield  his  conscientious  convictions,  yet  that 
the  interests  of  justice  required  a  longer  deliberation. 

The  judge  attended  at  court  again  at  hiJf-past  eight  o'clock,  and  waited 
until  about  half-past  ten  o'clock  p.  m.  At  that  time  word  was  sent  to 
the  jury  that  the  court  was  about  to  adjourn  until  Monday  at  half-past 
three  o'clock  p.  m.,  and  asking  them  whether  they  had  agreed  upon  a 
verdict;  word  was  sent  from  the  jury  that  they  would  agree  in  five 
minutes;  and  before  the  expiration  of  that  time  they  returned  to  court 
and  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 

Upon  the  case  of  €freen  agt.  Telfair  (11  How.  260),  the  plaintifBs  moved  to 
set  aside  the  verdict.  The  court,  on  a  review  of  that  case,  which  was 
like  the  present,  dissented  from  the  reasoning  of  the  judge  (Habrib)  at 
special  term,  and  approved  of  the  course  pursued  by  the  judge  at  the 
circuit  (A.  J.  Parkbk)  in  the  cause,  and  therefore,  as  to  authority  con- 
sidered it  a  balanced  case;  and  that  this  motion  should  be  decided  as  an 
original  question,  there  being  no  other  authority  produced. 
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It  must  be  left  to  the  good  sense  and  wise  discretion  of  the  judge  who 
presides  at  the  trial,  to  determine  how  long  the  Jury  shall  be  detained, 
and  what,  if  any  thing,  shall  be  said  as  to  the  probable  length  of  the 
detention. 

Albany  Special  Termj  JuLy^  1875. 

Motion  to  set  aside  verdict  for  reasons  which  appear  in  the 
opinion. 

Mr.  Stiles  <&  Mr,  Deweyy  for  motion  and  plaintiffs. 
S.  L,  Magone^  opposed  and  for  defendant. 

Westbrook,  J.  —  The  practice  of  the  attorney  ami  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff  in  moving  before  the  same  judge,  who  gave  the 
alleged  erroneous  intimation  of  his  intention  to  the  jury,  to 
set  aside  the  verdict  deserves  special  commendation.  Ifo 
judge  who  is  worthy  to  occupy  the  place  which  he  fills  will 
hesitate  calmly,  and  without  feeling,  to  review  any  cause  of 
complaint  which  respectable  counsel  deem  it  their  duty  to 
present.  Precisely  in  this  spirit,  we  trust,  this  motion  is 
entertained  and  considered. 

The  affidavits  on  which  it  is  made  state  the  facts  as  they 
occurred.  The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Albany  circuit  on 
Friday,  the  14th  day  of  May,  1876,  and  was  given  to  the 
jury  about  six  and  a  half  o'clock  p.  m.  In  about  an  hour  the 
jury  came  into  the  court-room  and  declared  they  were  unable 
to  agree.  The  judge  refused  to  discharge  them,  and  said  he 
would  go  to  supper  and  return  about  half-past  eight  to  the 
court  room ;  that  he  would  then  wait  a  reasonable  time  for 
the  verdict,  and  if  they  failed  to  agree  before  the  court 
adjourned  for  the  evening,  they  could  bring  in  a  sealed  verdict 
on  Monday  at  half-past  three  o'clock  p.  m.,  to  which  time  the 
court  would  adjourn.  They  were  also  distinctly  informed 
that  every  provision  would  be  made  for  their  comfort  during 
their  confinement  which  was  possible,  and  that,  while  no 
Vol.  L  5 
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juror  should  yield  his  conscientious  convictions,  yet  that  the 
interests  of  justice  required  a  longer  deliberation. 

The  judge  attended  at  court  again  at  half-past  eight  o'clock 
and  waited  until  about  half-past  ten  o'clock  p.  m.  At  that 
time  word  was  sent  to  the  jury  that  the  court  was  about  to 
adjourn  until  Monday  at  half-past  three  o'clock  p.  m.,  and 
asking  them  whether  they  had  agreed  upon  a  verdict.  Word 
was  sent  from  the  jury  that  they  would  agree  in  five  minutes, 
and  before  the  expiration  of  that  time  they  returned  to  court 
and  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant 

The  affidavits  of  the  jurors  in  aid  of  this  motion  cannot 
be  received.  This  is  well  settled  law.  Neither  are  they 
necessary  to  present  the  question  made.  It  is  clear,  that  the 
jury  were  kept  out,  after  they  had  declared  their  inability  to 
agree,  and  were  also  told  that  the  consequence  of  a  failure  to 
agree  by  a  reasonable  hour  that  night  would  result  in  an 
adjournment  to  Monday.  The  case  is  thus  identical  with 
Oreen  agt.  Telfa/i/r  (11  Hovya/rd^  260),  in  which,  for  similar 
remarks  made  to  a  jury,  the  court,  at  special  term,  set  aside 
their  verdict.  K  that  case  was  well  decided  this  motion 
should  prevail. 

I  have  very  great  respect  for  the  leamiug  and  candor  of 
the  judge  (Harris)  who  made  that  decision,  but  after  a  careful 
consideration  I  cannot  yield  to  the  soundness  of  his  reason- 
ing. Its  value  as  an  opinion  is  also  very  much  impaired  by 
the  fact  that  the  judge  (A.  J.  Parker)  who  made  the  remarks 
to  the  jury  which  were  made  the  grounds  of  setting  it  aside, 
was  equally  eminent  as  a  jurist,  and  his  opinion,  as  expressed 
in  the  words  addressed  to  the  jury,  is  of  equal  value  with 
that  of  his  learned  brother,  who  criticises  them.  The  only 
difference  is,  that  the  one  may  be  said  to  be  the  hasty  utter- 
ances of  the  circuit,  and  the  other  those  of  the  calm  reflec- 
tion of  the  study.  Plausible  as  this  may  seem,  however,  it 
is  only  plausible.  How  fisir  a  judge  should  go  in  the  deten- 
tion of  a  jury,  and  what  he  should  say,  is  necessarily  a  ques- 
tion upon  which,  for  years,  he  has  thought  much.    The  send- 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  RBPORTB.  U 

Erwin  agt  HamiltoiL 

ing  word  to  a  jndge  by  a  jury  of  inability  to  agree  is  bo 
frequent  and  common  that  reflection  upon  what  he  ought  to 
do  ifi  a  neoeseity.  When  a  case  of  that  kind  occurs,  the  words 
which  he  speaks  are  but  the  result  of  views  reached  long 
before,  and  which  he  has  formed  in  the  retirement  of  his 
chambers,  as  well  as  amid  the  bustle  of  the  court-room. 
Authority,  then,  depending  on  the  mere  weight  of  judicial 
opinion,  is  equal,  and  as  no  case  at  general  term  or  in  the 
court  of  appeals  has  been  cited,  we  are  left  to  draw  an 
original  conclusion  for  ourselves. 

However  beautiful,  as  a  theory,  it  may  be  to  say,  that  a 
verdict  is  the  unanimous  judgment  of  twelve  men,  unbiassed, 
or  uninfluenced  from  any  source  whatever — and  such  we 
concede  a  verdict  ought  to  be  —  it  is  found,  in  practice,  that, 
owing  to  the  infirmities  of  our  nature — passion,  prejudice, 
pride  of  opinion,  &c.,  what  would,  at  first  view,  seem  to  be 
coercion  must  be  employed  by  the  court  in  order  that  the 
real  judgments  and  opinions  may  be  expressed  in  the  form  of 
a  verdict  No  court  would,  by  mere  physical  exhaustion, 
force  a  verdict  when  satisfied  that  a  failure  to  agree  resulted 
from  conscientious  difference  of  judgment  as  to  the  weight  of 
evidence;  but  any  court  will  detain  a  jury  until  satisfied 
that  the  failure  to  agree  springs  from  that  cause,  and  that 
.  alone.  No  person  can  judge  so  accurately  upon  this  question 
as  he  who  presides  at  the  trial.  From  intercourse  with  a 
jury  he.  forms  some  knowledge  of  the  men,  and  as  the  evi- 
dence is  fully  before  him  he  must  decide  conscientiously 
when  they  should  be  discharged,  and  when  his  intentions  in 
that  respect  should  be  communicated,  and  until  there  has 
been  a  dear  abuse  of  the  discretion  committed  to  him,  a 
verdict  should  not  be  disturbed. 

If  the  opinion  of  judge  Habris  be  carried  to  its  logical 
conclusion,  then  no  verdict  obtained  after  a  juiy  declares  its 
inability  to  agree  could  stand.  If  detained  beyond  that 
instant,  it  cannot  be  what  he  calls  ^'  the  free  and  independent 
judgment  of  twelve  indifferent  men  acting  vnthout  corir 
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straint,'^^  for  detention  to  compel  them  to  deliberate  after 
that  point  is  "  constraint."  So  if  the  judge  at  the  trial  does 
what  judge  Harbis  says  is  allowable  to  be  done,  urge  motives 
for  agreement,  such  as  "  the  importance,  both  to  the  parties 
and  tKe  public  of  their  agreeing  upon  a  verdict,  that  thus  the 
time  and  expense  of  a  retrial  may  be  saved,"  is  he  not  then 
presenting  motives  outside  of  the  merits  of  the  issues  in  the 
cause  to  induce  some  one  or  more  of  the  jury  to  yield  what 
he,  or  they  suppose  to  be  their  judgment  upon  the  merits  i 
And  if  a  jury  reports  its  inability  to  agree  about  the  hour  of 
adjournment  for  the  night,  and  the  court  directs  them  again 
to  retire,  and  bring  in  a  sealed  verdict  in  the  morning,  and  a 
verdict  is  obtained  when  the  court  again  assembles,  what  is 
this  but  a  verdict  obtained  by  "  constraint,"  and,  therefore, 
not  to  be  upheld  ?  Adopt  this  rule,  and  how  many  verdicts 
would  stand?  It  is  the  experience  of  every  lawyer,  and 
every  judge  that  scarcely  a  verdict  could  be  maintained  if 
Green  agt.  Telfair  be  pushed  to  its  logical  conclusion.  If 
the  jury  are  told  they  must  consult  for  one  hour  longer,  after 
they  declare  they  cannot  agree,  or  for  a  night,  or  for  any 
time,  it  may  be  argued  that  the  verdict,  if  one  be  obtained, 
is  the  result  of  coercion.  For  if  a  jury  be  told  after  a  decla- 
ration that  it  is  unable  to  agree,  that  it  will  be  detained  for 
consultation  for  an  hour,  the  same  kind  of  constraint  is 
applied  as  if  they  were  informed  they  would  be  kept  out 
twenty-four.  The  two  differ  in  the  degree  of  constraint  only, 
and  any  is  what  renders  the  verdict  useless. 

It  must,  then,  be  left  to  the  good  sense  and  wise  discretion 
of  the  judge  who  presides  at  the  trial  to  determine  how  long 
the  jury  shall  be  detained,  and  what,  if  any  thing,  shall  be 
said  as  to  the  probable  length  of  the  detention.  He  forms 
his  judgment,  as  best  he  can,  of  the  jury,  and  when  they  will 
be  in  a  condition  to  lay  aside  all  feeling,  or  pride  of  opinion, 
and  look  at  the  case  upon  the  merits.  So  long  as  there  is  no 
abuse  of  this  discretion  the  verdict  should  stand. 

In  this  particular  cause  a  result  was  reached  in  four  hours 
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and  a  half.  It  is  true  the  jury  were  told  they  would  be,  if 
they  failed  to  agree,  detained  longer,  but  the  readiness  with 
which  they  yielded  shows  how  slight  were  their  convictions, 
and  how  little  had  their  judgments  been  impressed  in  favor 
of  the  views  they  sought  to  maintain. 

Satisfied  that  no  substantial  injustice  has  been  done,  and 
no  improper  "  constraint "  imposed  upon  the  jury,  the  motion 
to  set  aside  the  verdict  is  denied. 

As  the  plaintiflPs  counsel  have  the  authority  of  Green  ^gt. 
Telfair  for  their  motion,  no  costs  are  imposed. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Thb  People  of  the  State  of  New  Toek,  respondents,  agt. 
WnjJAM  M.  Tweed,  impleaded,  &c.,  appellant. 

BiU  of  partimiaTt^pleadifig  •^mattert  qf  dia^^ 

An  order  of  tlie  court  below,  granting  or  refusing  a  bill  of  particulars  in 
an  action,  is  purely  discretionary  and  not  reyiewable  here. 

Bo,  also,  an  order  extending  or  refusing  to  extend  the  time  to  demur,  Is 
discretionary  with  the  court  below,  and  is  not  reviewable  here. 

If  a  charge  of  conspiracy  and  a  charge  of  neglect  are  alleged  in  a  com- 
plaint, the  question  as  to  compelling  an  election  between  them  is  a  matter 
of  discretion  of  the  court  to  which  the  application  is  addressed,  and  not 
reviewable  here. 

Where  there  are  different  acts  of  fraud  referred  to  in  the  complaint,  and 
which  are  specifically  stated  in  the  schedule  attached,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  they  should  be  stated  separately,  in  conformity  with  section  167  of 
the  Code,  where  the  complaint  alleges  that  all  the  items  set  forth  in  the 
schedule  were  fraudulent,  and  certified  in  pursuance  of  a  general  con- 
spiracy. 

It  should  be  entirely  clear  upon  a  motion  to  the  court  to  compel  the 
plaintiff  to  make  his  complaint  more  definite  and  certain  that  the  plead- 
ing is  insufficient,  before  the  court  should  interfere,  and  unless  such  is 
plainly  the  case,  the  relief  demanded  should  be  refused.  Such  applica- 
tions are  addressed  very  much  to  the  discretion  of  the  court  below,  and 
their  decision  at  general  term  is  final,  and  no  appeal  lies  to  this  court 

Decided  Novenibery  1875. 

D.  D.  Fieldy  for  appellant. 

TT.  B.  Peckhamy  for  respondents. 

MiLLEB,  J. — The  questions  arising  upon  tUs  appeal  are 
purely  legal,  and  must  be  disposed  of  according  to  strict  legal 
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mles.  As  to  that  portion  of  the  order  in  relation  to  a  bill  of 
particulars,  it  is  snfScient  to  saj  that  it  was  a  matter  purely 
discretionary,  as  was  recently  held  by  this  court,  in  the  case 
of  TUion  agt.  Beecher.  No  question  arises  as  to  the  burden 
of  proof,  which  presents  an  exception  which  takes  the  case 
out  of  this  general  rule.  The  refusal  of  the  court  to  extend 
the  time  to  demur  upon  the  decision  of  the  appeal  from  the 
order  of  the  special  term  was,  also,  a  matter  of  discretion 
with  the  exercise  of  which  t^ds  court  should  not  interfere. 
The  defendant  could  have  demurred  to  the  complaint  in  the 
first  instance  had  he  chosen  to  do  so,  and  thus  hate  presented 
the  question  as  to  whether  the  city  was  a  proper  party  as  well 
as  such  others  as  could  properly  arise  in  that  form.  As  he 
sought  by  motion  tQ  have  the  pleading  made  more  specific, 
he  has  no  just  ground  for  complaint  that  the  court,  in  view 
of  all  the  fiicts,  compelled  him  to  answer.  Nor  does  the  stipu- 
lation of  the  plaintifPs  attorney  in  any  way  afiect  the  ques- 
tion, for  it  was  superseded  by  the  order  of  the  special  term, 
which  gave  the  defendant  time  to  answer  or  demur,  ifec, 
until  twenty  days  after  the  service  of  the  amended  complaint. 
When  that  order  was  reversed  on  appeal,  the  court  had  full 
power  to  direct  what  terms  should  be  imposed  upon  the 
defendant.  The  complaint  does  not  contain  a  separate 
charge  for  neglect  and  another  for  conspiracy.  It  purports 
to  give  a  history  of  the  acts  connected  with  the  conspi- 
racy, and  therein  it  appears,  by  way  of  narration,  that  the 
defendant  and  his  associates  were  justly  chargeable  with 
negligence  as  well  as  fraud  in  the  performance  of  their  ofii- 
cialduty.  This,  clearly,  is  not  a  separate  and  distinct  claim 
for  a  n^lect  of  duty,  upon  which  the  action  was  based,  but 
a  statement  of  a  fact,  auxiliary  to  and  in  aid  of  the  general 
charge  of  conspiracy,  by  means  of  which  the  money  was 
obtained.  It  may  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  alleged  con- 
spiracy, and  appropriately  inserted,  in  presenting  its  real 
character  and  as  constituting  a  portion  of  the  cause  of  action 
against  the  defendant.     The  question  as  to  compelling  an 
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election,  therefore,  between  the  charges  of  conspiracy  and  the 
charge  of  neglect  does  not  arise.  Even  if  it  (iid,  the  right  to 
compel  an  election  would  also  be  a  matter  of  discretion  of 
the  court  to  which  the  application  was  addressed.  The 
learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  insists  that  the  different 
acts  of  fraud  referred  to  in  the  complaint,  and  specifically 
stated  in  the  schedules,  should  be  stated  separately,  in  con- 
formity wnth  section  167  of  the  Code.  In  this,  I  think,  he  is 
entirely  in  error.  This  position  is  based  upon  the  ground 
that  each  of  the  items  constitutes  a  separate,  distinct  and 
independent  transaction,  and  therefore  each  one  of  them 
forms  of  itself  one  cause  of  action.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see 
how  snch  can  Be  the  case  in  an  action  like  the  present  any 
more  than  in  a  case  where  the  action  is  brought  upon  an 
account  composed  of  different  articles  furnished  at  different 
times  and  of  various  amounts.  The  pleader  here  alleges  that 
by  virtue  of  an  act  of  the  legislature  it  was  enacted  that  all 
liabilities  against  the  county  of  New  York  should  be  audited 
by  certain  officers,  who  were  named,  and  be  paid  to  the  par- 
ties entitled  to  receive  the  same  upon  the  certificate  of  said 
officers.  That,  with  the  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  the 
defendant,  Tweed  and  one  Watson  did  unlawfully  and  fraudu- 
lently combine,  conspire  and  agree  together  to  procure  false 
and  pretended  claims  to  be  set  up,  allowed  and  paid  in  formal 
compliance  with  the  same  act.  That  these  pretended  claims, 
falsely  alleged  and  purporting  to  be  such  liabilities  of  the 
county,  amounting  to  over  $6,000,000,  as  specified  in  the 
schedule  annexed,  which  was  made  a  part  of  the  complaint, 
were  in  apparent  formal  compliance  with  the  act  certified  to, 
have  been  audited  and  allowed,  when  they  w^ere  not  examined 
or  audited,  and  only  one  meeting  of  the  board  of  auditors 
was  ever  held,  at  which  no  accounts,  claims  or  liabilities 
against  the  county  were  presented  or  considered,  or  any  pro- 
ceeding had  thereat,  except  that  a  paper,  which  is  set  forth, 
was  subscribed  by  said  auditors ;  that  said  Watson,  or  his 
assistants,  acted  upon  said  pretended  accounts  of  claims  in 


\ 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  41 

People  agt  Tweed. 

the  schedule  and  attached  certificates  to  the  same,  and  that 
they  were  all  false,  fictitious  and  fraudulent,  and  did  not  rep- 
resent any  liabilities  against  the  county  which  were  directed 
to  be  audited,  provided  for  or  paid,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act. 

Some  other  allegations  are  made,  not  material  to  be  stated. 
Ab  the  complaint  alleges  that  all  the  items  -set  forth  in  the 
schedule  were  fraudulent  and  certified  in  pursuance  of  a  gen- 
eral conspiracy,  a  statement  in  detail  of  each  one  separately 
would  be  unnecessary ;  and  there  is  no  rule  of  law  which 
requires  such  detailed  particularity  in  stating  a  cause  of 
action  of  this  character.  At  common  law,  in  ordinary 
actions  of  assumpsit,  a  general  statement  of  an  account  com- 
prehending numerous  causes  of  action,  is  regarded  as  sufiS- 
cient.  There  is  less  reason  for  requiring  a  more  particular 
statement  under  the  Code,  whicli  was  designed  to  simplify 
pleadings,  and  would  fail  to  accomplish  its  purpose  if 
so  gi'eat  and  tedious  prolixity  were  demanded.  Even, 
although  in  an  indictment,  under  the  strict  rules  applicable 
to  criminal  proceedings,  separate  accounts  are  required  for 
each  item,  this  rule  bears  no  analogy  to  a  case  where  a  cause 
of  action  arises  embracing  a  large  number  of  items.  The 
auditing  of  each  item  of  the  entire  claim  did  not  constitute  a 
single  act  of  fraud  of  itself,  which  necessarily  and  for  that 
reason  must  be  prosecuted  as  a  separate  cause  of  action,  but 
is  one  of  a  series  of  acts  in  connection  with  a  general  conspi- 
racy alleged,  which  forms  a  part  of  the  entire  action  and  the 
whole  demand  of  the  plaintiff.  The  case  of  Forsyth  agt. 
JSd?ninston  (11  JBaw,  Pr,  -ff.,  409),  which  is  cited,  bears  no 
analogy  to  the  case  at  bar,  and  presents  entirely  dificrent 
aspects.  The  question  now  presented  did  not  arise;  and 
none  of  the  cases  referred  to  are  in  conflict  with  the  views 
expressed.  It  should  be  entirely  clear,  upon  a  motion  to  the 
court  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  make  his  complaint  more  defin- 
ite and  certain,  that  the  pleading  is  insufficient,  before  the  court 
should  interfere;  and  unless  such  is  plainly  the  case  the 
Vol.  L  6 
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relief  demanded  should  be  ref nsed.  It  is  not  apparent  here 
that  there  was  any  defect  in  this  respect ;  and  as  such  appli- 
cations are  addressed  very  much  to  the  discretion  of  the  court 
the  decision  of  the  general  term  is  final,  and  no  appeal  lies 
therefrom  to  this  court  {Matter  of  Duff^  10  Ahh.  \N.  S.\ 
416).  It  was  not  necessary  that  the  interest  of  the  city 
should  be  stated  specifically,  and  it  was  quite  enough  to  set 
forth  that  it  had  some  right  or  interest  in  the  premises. 

From  the  observations  made,  and  independent  of  any 
other  consideration,  it  is  evident  that  the  decision  of  the  gen- 
eral term  was  made  upon  all  the  points  presented^  in  the  exer- 
cise of  a  legal  discretion  existing  in  that  court ;  and  no  legal 
right  having  been  violated,  it  is  not  the  subject  of  review  in 
this  court  {%ee  Howell  agt.  MiUj  63  N.  Z".,  385 ;  Livermore 
agt.  Bainbridge^  66  N.  Z".,  72 ;  Tabor  agt.  Oardi/ner^  41  N. 
T.J  232). 

The  appeal  should  therefore  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

All  concur ;  Messrs.  Allen  and  Eabl,  J  J.,  concur  in 
result. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Mabt  E.  Loosxm  agt.  Sandy  Caslbb. 

Oottt  in  an  aetttm  eommeneed  injugUc^s  eonrt,  (md  again  in  thi^  court 

In  an  action  of  trespass  quuxre  cknuum  fregU  commenced  in  a  justice's  court 
and  the  defendant  answers  and  sets  up  title  in  himself,  in  the  premises 
described  in  the  complaint,  and  gives  an  undertaking  by  which  the 
action  is  discontinued,  and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  commences  an  action 
in  this  court  by  the  service  of  the  complaint  as  prepared  in  the  Justice's 
court,  to  which  latter  complaint  the  defendant  interposes  a  demurrer, 
which  is  brought  to  trial  at  a  special  term  and  overruled,  and  Judg- 
moit  rendered  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  to  defendant  to  answer  in 
twenty  days  on  pajrment  of  costs,  and  if  not  done  plaintiff's  damages  to 
be  assessed  by  a  sheriff's  Jury,  and  the  defendant  being  in  default  for 
not  answering  and  paying  costs,  the  sheriff's  Jury  thereupon  assess 
plaintiff's  damages  at  thirty  dollars. 

EM^  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs,  and  not  the  defendant. 

Motion  on  the  part  of  defendant  to  strike  out  the  costs,  as 
taxed  on  behalf  of  plaintiff,  from  the  judgment  entered  in 
&vor  of  plaintiff  for  thirty  dollars  damages  upon  the  assess- 
ment by  a  sheriff's  jury. 

This  action  was  commenced  in  a  justice's  court  for  trespass 
qtuire  dausum /regit.  The  defendant  answered  and  set  up 
title  in  the  defendant,  in  the  premises  described  in  the  com- 
plaint, in  the  justice's  court,  and  gave  an  undertaking. 

The  plaintiff  brought  her  action  in  this  court  and  served 
the  complaint  in  this  action  as  prepared  in  justice's  court. 
The  defendant  then  demurred  to  the  complaint ;  the  demurrer 
was  brought  to  a  trial  at  a  special  term  of  this  court  and 
ovevmled  and  judgment  ordered  for  plaintiff,  with  leave  to 
answer  in  twenty  days,  and  pay  costs  if  no  answer  was  served ; 
the  damages  were  ordered  assessed  before  a  sheriff's  jury. 
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The  defendant  suffered  the  twenty  days  to  expire  and  did  not 
pay  costs,  nor  answer,  and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  proceeded 
before  a  sheriff's  jury  and  her  damages  were  assessed  at 
thirty  dollars,  and  the  assessment  was  confirmed, *and  judg- 
ment ordered  for  plaintiff  for  said  damages  at  a  special  term. 

The  taxation  of  costs  was  had  before  the  clerk  and  the 
question  here  presented  relates  to  the  right  to  costs  by  the 
plaintiff.     The  parties  each  claim  costs. 

H.  Link^  for  plaintiff. 

H.  Clay  HaU^  for  defendant. 

HAKDnsr,  J.  —  The  complaint  in  this  case  very  appropri- 
ately sets  out  a  cause  of  action  in  trespass,  alleging  the 
breaking  of  the  plaintiff's  close  as  the  substantive  allegation, 
and  the  other  allegations  are  by  way  of  aggravation  of  dam- 
ages (1  If.  Y,^  617).  The  complaint  very  properly  contained 
a  description  of  the  premises  upon  whicli  the  trespasses  were 
committed  {EUise  agt.  Boyes^  8  Wendell^  503 ;  The  People 
agt.  Bern.  Com.  PleaSy  2  Wendell^  649).  In  the  last  case 
the  court  says  that  it  is  very  proper  to  describe  the  premises 
by  metes  and  bounds  and  thus  avoid  the  necessity  for  a  new 
assignment,  and  thus  avoid  the  payment  of  costs,  in  case  the 
plaintiff  does  not  recover  enough  to  carry  costs  in  a  court  of 
record  (28  WendeU,  649  ;  8  WendeU^  603 ;  Powers  agt.  Cor^- 
Toy^  47  How.y  84,  affirmed  at  general  term  Oct.  Ist^  1874). 
The  new  assignment  under  the  old  practice  could  only  be 
had  before  court  below,  and  not  in  the  court  of  record.  Such 
new  assignment  cannot  be  had  under  the  Code.  The  prac- 
tice was  abrogated  by  the  Code  {Steward  agt.  Wallace^  30 
Ba/rh.y  346).  The  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  in  his 
argument,  suggested  that  the  complaint  merely  stated  "  title" 
in  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  would  be  necessary  to  show  "title" 
in  plaintiff,  and,  therefore,  constructive  possession  to  enable 
the  plaintiff  to  maintain  the  action ;  and,  consequently,  that 
the  action  was  one  of  which  a  justice  of  the  peace  would  not 
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have  jurisdictioD  ;  he  cites  the  case  of  Uvhher  agt.  Rochaeter 
(8  H(yward^  114).  That  case  was  trespass  for  cutting  timber 
in  wild  land,  and  of  course  no  recovery  could  be  had  until 
"title"  was  shown,  which  would  draw  after  it  a  constructive 
possession  in  the  plaintiff.  Not  so  in  the  case  at  bar.  The 
allegation,  as  before  stated,  was,  that  ^'  the  defendant's  fowls, 
consisting  of  chickens,  geese,  and  ducks,  broke  and  entered 
the  plaintiff's  dose^  in  the  town  of  Little  Falls,  i&c."  "  Close  " 
is  defined  by  Blackstone  {^vol.  Cam.j  209),  to  signify  "  a  por- 
tion of  lands ;  as,  a  field  inclosed ;  as  by  a  hedge,  fence,  or 
other  sensible  inclosure."  This  definition  is  approved  in 
BurrUTs  Law  Dictionary  {page  223,  title  "  Close  ") ;  and  it  is 
added,  that  in  common  acceptation  ^' close"  means  an 
inclosed  field.  Under  the  liberal  system  which  appertains  now 
to  pleadings,  it  must  be  held  that  the  complaint,  in  eflect, 
alleges  possession  in  the  plaintiff,  and  that  proof  of  such  pos- 
session was  admissible  under  her  complaint,  as  framed  in  this 
action.  To  the  complaint  in  the  justice's  court,  the  plaintiff 
set  up  title  in  himself  of  the  premises  described  in  the  com> 
plaint,  and  gave  the  requisite  undertaking,  and  caused  the  suit 
to  be  discontinued  in  the  justice's  court  {Oode^  sees.  60,  56, 
57).  The  plaintiff  then  came  into  this  court  and  served  a 
complaint  like  the  one  served  before  the  justice,  and  the 
defendant,  instead  of  an  answer,  served  a  demurrer  to  the 
complaint.  The  parties  allowed  the  demurrer  to  stand,  and 
the  issue  of  law  formed  thereby  was  brought  to  trial  and 
decision  thereon  made  in  favor*  of  the  plaintiff,  sustaining  the 
complaint  and  overruling  the  demurrer,  with  costs.  There- 
after, damages  were  assessed  by  a  sheriff's  jury,  and  thirty 
dollars  damages  awarded  to  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant 
omitted  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  demurrer  and  avail  himself 
of  the  opportunity  given  by  the  order  overruling  the  demur- 
rer to  answer  within  twenty  days.  The  assessment  was  con- 
firmed upon  motion  made  after  hearing  the  defendant,  and 
judgment  ordered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  damages  so 
assessed. 


46         NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Locklin  agt  Casler. 

The  plaiotiff  has,  therefore,  regularly  recovered  a  jadgment 
apon  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  and  the  court,  by  an  order,  has 
directed  that  the  plaintiff  recover  judgment  in  this  court.  It 
is  provided  by  section  61  of  the  Code  that  if  the  judgment 
in  the  supreme  court  be  for  the  plaintiff  he  shall  recover 
costs ;  if  it  be  for  the  defendant  he  shall  recover  costs,  except 
that  upon  a  verdict  he  shall  pay  costs  to  the  plaintiff,  unless 
the  judge  certify  that  the  title  to  real  property  came  in  ques- 
tion on  the  trial.  The  first  part  of  the  section  seems  to  cover 
this  case,  as  the  judgment  in  this  court  is  for  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  case  does  not  come  within  either  of  the  other  pro- 
visions of  the  section.  The  defendant  has  not  recovered 
judgment,  and,  therefore,  he  cannot  claim  the  advantage  of 
that  part  of  the  section  which  says,  if  the  judgment  "  be  for 
the  defendant  he  shall  recover  costs."  Treating  the  case  as 
though  no  answer  was  served,  and  giving  full  effect  to  the 
section  which  awards  costs  to  the  plaintiff  in  case  of  a  recov- 
ery by  him,  there  seems  to  be  little  room  to  doubt  that  the 
section  applies  and  authorizes  the  plaintiff  to  recover  also  the 
costs  of  the  action.  The  plaintiff  brought  her  action  in  a 
justice's  court,  and  was  met  by  a  plea  of  title  and  an  under- 
taking and  a  discontinuance,  and  thereupon  came  into  this 
court  and  obeyed  section  60  of  the  Code,  which  required  her 
to  complain  for  the  same  cause  of  action  only  on  which  (she) 
relied  before  the  justice.  The  defendant  omitted  to  avail 
himself  of  section  60  of  the  Code,  which  provides  and  per- 
mits the  answer  of  the  defendant  shall  set  up  the  same 
defense  only  which  he  made  before  the  justice.  The  defend- 
ant was  authorized  to  tHus  answer  and  set  up  title  as  he  had 
done  in  the  justice's  court.  He  voluntarily  waived  that  right 
He  omitted  to  answer  either  within  the  first  twenty  days 
after  the  summons  and  complaint  were  deposited  before  the 
justice,  or  within  the  twenty  days  provided  by  the  order 
overruling  the  demurrer,  which  he  also  might  have  answered. 
But,  on  the  contrary,  he  comes  into  this  court,  and,  in  and  by 
force  of  his  demurrer,  expressly  admits  all  the  facts  stated  in 
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the  plaintiff's  complaint,  and  upon  that  admiseion  allows 
judgment  to  be  pronounced  in  &vor  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
plaintiff  has  folly  complied  with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  section 
60  of  the  Code.  The  defendant  saw  fit  to  waive  all  oppor- 
tunity to  set  up  the  same  defense  only  which  he  made  before 
the  justice.  It  has  been  repeatedly  held  under  this  section 
that  a  party  may  waive  any  portion  of  his  defense.  That 
he  may  waive  some  of  the  separate  def ^ises  set  up  before  the 
justice  (  Wiggins  agt.  Talmagej  7  Saw.y  404,  court  of  appeals 
decision).  The  same  reasoning  which  would  support  his  right  to 
waive  or  abandon  some  part  of  his  defense,  or  some  of  the  sepa- 
rate defenses,  will  uphold  his  right  to  waive  the  whole  of  his 
defense.  The  court  has  never,  in  any  cases  to  be  found  in 
the  books,  compelled  a  defendant  to  answer,  but  has,  repeat- 
edly, where  he  has  answered,  confined  his  answer  to  the  same 
defense  interposed  before  the  justice.  Shall  it  be  said  that 
because  he  put  in  his  demurrer  admitting  all  of  the  plaintiff's 
sJl^ations  and  statements  of  &cts  that  a  plaintiff  loses  the  bene- 
fit of  the  provsions  of  section  60,  in  respect  to  a  recovery  of 
costs,  if  he  recovers  a  judgment  in  this  court  ?  No  case  has  been 
cited  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  or  found  by  the  court, 
which  upholds  the  right  of  a  defendant  to  costs  under  such 
circumstances.  The  cases  cited  by  the  counsel  provided  for 
a  rule  to  be  applied  in  respect  to  answers  not  in  keeping  with 
the  provision  of  the  statute.  In  Tuile  agt.  Clark  (11  Wend- 
ell^ 462),  Nblson,  J.,  intimated  that  if  such  an  answer  or  plea, 
which  contained  a  departure  from  the  defense  interposed  in 
the  justice's  court,  was  suffered  to  stand,  and  a  trial  had 
thereon,  that,  as  to  the  question  of  costs,  the  court  might 
r^ard  the  action  as  one  originally  brought  in  this  court,  and 
governed  by  the  rule  of  costs  applicable  to  such  an  original 
action.  To  the  same  effect  was  the  intimation  of  Savaos,  J., 
in  the  same  case,  heard  upon  a  motion  and  reported 
12  WendeU. 

But  the  point  here  involved  was  not  distinctly  involved  in 
that  case,  nor  does  the  reasoning  found  in  the  opinions  in  that 
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case  cover  the  question  here  presented.  That  case  has  been 
examined  and  considered  in  others  arising  since  the  Code, 
and  the  court  of  appeals  has  expressly  held  that  a  case  that 
was  commenced  in  a  justice's  court,  and  brought  into  this 
court  by  a  plea  of  title,  is  not  appealable  to  the  court  of 
appeals,  and  that  the  court  might  look  into  affidavits  to  deter- 
mine where  the  action  was  commenced,  and  that  it  was  not 
necessary  that  the  fact  should  be  found  in  the  judgment  roll 
in  order  to  apply  the  rule,  that  it  was  not  an  action  originally 
brought  in  this  court,  nor  one  to  be  treated  as  such  {Brovm 
agt.  Brown^  6  How,^  320,  court  of  appeals  /  PugUey  agt. 
KeaaeUburgh^  7  How,^  412,  court  of  appeals).  In  the  last  case 
cited,  Johnson,  J.,  says  the  court  must  look  into  the  motion 
papeifc  to  see  whether  the  suits  are  thereby  shown  to  have 
been  commenced  in  a  justice's  court ;  if  they  appear  to  be  so 
situated  that  in  the  supreme  court  the  plaintiffs,  on  recover- 
ing less  than  fifty  dollars,  would  be  entitled  to  full  costs  against 
the  defendant,  even  if  the  title  did  not  come  in  question 
therein. 

I  think,  under  the  case  of  Brown  agt.  Brown^  we  must  hold 
this  to  have  originated  in  a  justice's  court.  In  Wiggins 
agt.  Talmadge  (7  How,^  ^0^)>  decided  by  the  court  of  appeals, 
section  60  of  the  Code,  it  was  so  construed.  It  was  there 
held  that  a  defendant  may  abandon  part  of  his  defense  before 
the  justice  when  he  comes  into  the  supreme  court  The 
court  adds,  the  object  of  the  provision  is  to  prevent  new 
defenses  being  interposed  in  the  supreme  court,  not  to  require 
old  ones  to  be  insisted  on  when  found  not  to  be  tenable.  It 
would  put  the  plaintiff  strangely  in  the  defendant's  power  if, 
by  abandoning  one  of  his  defenses,  he  could  deprive  the 
plaintiff  of  the  benefit  of  the  statute,  and  it  would  be  equally 
inconvenient  to  hold  that,  in  order  to  have  the  benefit  of  the 
statute,  the  plaintiff  must,  by  motion,  compel  the  defendant 
to  interpose  a  defense  which  he  no  longer  desired  to  rely 
upon ;  yet  one  or  the  other  of  these  views  must  be  adopted 
unless  the  practice  is  settled  as  before  mentioned.     So  it  was 
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held,  in  LaUiette  agt.  Van  Keuren^  that  it  is  to  be  regarded 
a  continnance  of  the  suit  before  the  justice  when  the  under- 
taking is  given  and  plea  of  title  interposed,  if  the  same  action 
is  brought  in  this  court  (7  How,^  409 ;  see  6  How.y  320,  Brown 
agt.  Brown), 

The  sixtieth  section  of  the  Code  does  not  prohibit  a  demur- 
rer, and  nothing  is  to  be  found  in  the  Code  prohibiting  a 
demurrer  in  this  court,  when  a  complaint  is  served,  even 
though  it  be  a  complaint  for  the  same  cause  of  action  only 
relied  upon  in  a  justice's  court. 

It  was  so  decided  in  Jewett  agt.  Jewett  (6  How,^  188),  by 
the  general  term  of  the  fifth  district  in  1850,  and  Allen,  J., 
says,  in  that  case  that,  with  the  two  exceptions  provided  by 
section  60  as  to  the  complaint  and  answer,  the  pleadings  are 
to  be  according  to  the  practice  of  this  court.  The  Code 
nowhere  provides  that  the  trial  in  the  supreme  court  shall  be 
upon  the  same  pleadings  which  were  interposed  before  the 
justice,  and  "  no  other."  It  was  there  held  that  a  reply  was 
necessary  if  the  answer  contained  new  matter.  There  being 
no  restriction  upon  the  defendant's  right  to  demur  in  this 
court,  the  ordinary  rules  of  the  court  apply,  and  when  he  put 
in  his  demurrer  they  were  applied  to  it  and  the  court  disposed 
of  it  irrespective  of  any  question  as  to  its  propriety  as  a 
pleading  in  an  action  which  originated  in  a  justice's  court. 
It  was  overruled,  with  costs,  the  same  as  though  it  had 
been  interposed  in  an  action  brought  in  this  court  (6  How.^ 
186). 

The  demurrer  being  overruled,  the  defendant  was  given  an 
opportunity  to  answer  in  twenty  days.  He  omitted.  He 
thereby  became  in  default  and  stood  before  the  court  without 
any  answer.  He  had  interposed  an  answer  which  ousted  the 
justice  of  jurisdiction ;  he  abandoned  it,  and  at  the  end  of 
the  twenty  days  given  him  after  the  demurrer  was  overruled, 
he  waived  all  right  to  answer  and  must  be  treated  as  though 
he  had  wholly  omitted  to  plead  after  the  complaint  was 
deposited  with  the  justice.  As  judge  Willaed  says,  in 
Vol.  L        7 
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McNamara  agt.  Biteley  (4  How,^  48),  the  defendant  was  not 
bound  to  plead  title ;  he  acted  at  his  own  peril  in  so  doing, 
and  must  take  the  consequences.  The  recovery  of  judgment 
in  this  case  is  for  the  plaintiff;  the  whole  judgment  upon  the 
pleadings  is  favorable  to  the  plaintiff  and  adverse  to  the 
defendant,  and  fully  answers  the  requirements  of  the  sixty- 
first  section  in  respect  to  the  question  of  costs  {Burhcms 
agt.  Tibhits,  7  Bow.y  74;  Shall  agt  Greeny  49  Barb.,  314). 
The  judgment  must  be  permitted  to  stand  and  an  order 
refusing  to  strike  out  plaintiff's  costs  as  taxed  allowed,  and 
the  defendant's  motion  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Geobge   McRea  agt.  Central  National  Bank  and  John 

A.    QUACKENBUSH. 

When  fixtures  in  a  building  pose  hy  sale  of  it 

The  question  of  articles  being  fixtures  is  now,  not  whether  they  mfty  be 
removed  without  great  injury  to  the  building  or  to  themselves,  but 
depends  upon  the  intention  of  their  imnexaiion. 

Where  a  building  was  constructed  for  a  twine  factory,  and  the  machinery 
adapted  to  that  business  was  put  into  it  for  permanent  use  by  the  owner, 
who  subsequently  conveyed  the  premises  by  a  deed  without  any  particu- 
lar reference  to  the  machinery  there,  and  took  back  from  the  grantee  a 
mortgage  for  a  part  of  the  purchase-money,  and  after  these  writings 
were  closed  the  question  arose  as  to  whether  the  machinery  passed  by 
the  deed,  to  settle  which  the  grantor  gave  to  the  grantee  a  separate  bill 
of  sale  thereof,  without  taking  back  any  other  security  than  his  purchase- 
money  mortgage,  and  the  question  having  subsequently  arisen  whether 
this  mortgage  covered  the  machinery  and  was  a  lien  thereon  in  prefer- 
ence to  a  levy  under  executions  against  the  grantee  and  owner  by 
creditors:  ^ 

Eeld^  Ist  As  this  property  was  actually  annexed  to  the  freehold;  3d.  As 
the  building  was  specially  constructed  for  a  twine  factory  and  the 
machinery  adapted  to  it;  3d.  As  the  intent  of  €tnnexation  was  to  make 
it  a  part  of  the  realty;  4th.  As  the  parties  to  the  mortgage  intended  that 
the  mortage  should  cover  it,  not  as  chattels  but  a  part  of  the  realty, 
and,  5th.  As  the  mortgage  is  in  part  for  the  purchase-money  of  the  very 
articles,  it  is  determined  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief  asked 
in  his  complaint. 

Rensselaer  Circuity  Novemher^  1874. 

R,  A.  Pa^menter  <&  Mr.  Peck^  for  plaintiflF. 

Smithy  Fursman  cfe  Cowen^  for  defendante. 
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Westbrook,  J,  —  This  case  involves  the  perplexing  ques- 
tion :  What  are  fixtures  ?  It  now  arises  between  the  plaintiff, 
who  holds  a  mortgage  for  the  purchase-money  of  certain 
premises,  #nd  the  defendants,  who  claim  to  hold  the  property 
under  judgments  and  executions  against  the  mortgagor. 

The  facts  are  in  brief  these :  The  premises  had  been  owned 
and  used  by  the  plaintiff  for  nine  years  as  a  twine  mill,  or 
factory;  he  had  four  years  ago,  built  a  new  mill  thereon  and 
put  the  machinery  into  it  which  is  the  subject,  of  this  contro- 
versy, "  for  permanent  use." 

On  the  14:th  day  of  November,  1872,  the  plaintiff  con- 
tracted to  sell  the  premises  to  one  George  Catlin  for  $28,000, 
payable  as  follows :  $5,000  cash  January  1,  1873,  the  buyer 
assuming  all  mortgages  upon  the  property ;  and  for  the  bal- 
ance a  bond  and  mortgage  was  to  be  taken,  payable  in  five 
years  from  January  1,  1873,  with  interest. 

On  the  1st  day  of  January,  1873,  the  premises  were  con- 
veyed by  McRea  to  Catlin,  by  two  deeds,  and  a  mortgage 
executed  and  delivered  back  by  Catlin  to  McRea,  for  $21,100, 
the  balance  of  the  purchase-money. 

The  deeds  and  mortgage  were  drawn  by  a  Mr.  Merrill. 
After  they  were  finished  (they  contained  no  allusion  to  the 
machinery)  Mr.  Catlin  read  over  the  deeds  and  saw  no  men- 
tion was  made  of  the  machinery,  and  asked  McRea  if  he 
did  not  intend  that  should  pass.  To  this  McRea  replied 
he  did.  Mr.  Merrill  then  suggested  that  the  "  easiest  way," 
or  the  "  best  way,"  to  fix  it  was  to  make  a  separate  bill  of 
sale,  which  was  done.  No  separate  mortgage  of  the  machinery 
was  taken. 

Some  time  after  this,  in  January,  1873,  Catlin  conveyed  one- 
half  of  the  premises  to  Christopher  A.  Banker,  and  also  gave 
to  him  a  bill  of  sale  of  one-half  of  the  machinery. 

The  Central  Bank  of  Troy  recovered  judgments  against 
Catlin  &  Banker,  and  issued  executions  to  the  defendant 
Quackenbush,  as  sheriff  of  Rensselaer,  who  has  seized  upon 
the  property  described  in  the  complaint. 
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The  action  eeeks  to  restrain  that  sale.  The  question  then 
is :  Can  the  plaintiff  hold  the  property  under  the  purchase- 
money  mortgage,  or  will  the  executions  against  Catlin  & 
Banker  take  it  ? 

No  point  is  made  that  this  action  cannot  be  maintained, 
provided  the  mortgage  of  the  plaintiff  will  hold  the  property. 
The  machinery  in  question  is  worth  from  $10,000  to 
$11,000. 

It  is  exceedingly  difficult  in  cases  of  this  description  to  lay 
down  any  test  which  shall  be  of  universal  application.  I 
fully  concur  with  Hunt,  C,  in  Voorhees  agt.  McOinnis  (48 
N,  Y.^  278 ;  see  page  282)  that,  "  the  circumstance  that  the 
machinery  may  or  may  not  be  removed  without  great  injury 
to  the  building  or  to  itself,  is  not  now  deemed  to  be  control- 
Ung."  Neither  was  such  a  test  applied  in  Potter  agt.  Grom- 
wdl  (40  N.  T".,  287).  Both  these  cases,  and  also  Loflin  agt. 
Griffith  (35  Barh,^  58)  make  the  question  of  the  articles  being 
fixtures,  depend  upon  the  intention  of  the  annexation. 

The  building  was  constructed  for  a  twine  factory;  the 
machinery  was  put  into  it  for  permanent  nse.  The  case  is 
stronger  in  this  respect  than  in  Potter  agt.  Cromwell^  for  in 
that  the  building  was  not  erected  for  the  purpose  to  which 
the  machinery,  the  subject  of  the  controveray,  was  adapted. 
Here  the  very  object  and  intent  of  the  structure  was  a  twine 
fiwtory,  and  without  this  machinery  it  Would  lose  its  dis- 
tinctive character. 

As  this  building  was  specially  constructed  for  a  twine  fac- 
tory, as  the  machinery  was  specially  adapted  to  use  in  that 
building,  and,  above  all,  as  the  intention  in  placing  the 
machinery  in  the  building  was  to  make  itperfnanenO/y  a  part 
of  the  realty,  it  is  held  that  the  property  described  in  the 
complaint  is  a  part  of  the  real  estate,  and  the  mortgage 
covers  it. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  subsequent  dealings  between  Cat- 
lin and  McRea  which  changes  the  status  of  the  property. 
It  is  true  that  McKea  conveyed  the  property  to  Catlin  by 
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bill  of  sale ;  but  it  is  also  true  that  this  was  an  after-thought^ 
adopted  at  Catlin's  suggestion  for  greater  caution.  Neither 
McHea,  nor  the  scrivenor  who  drew  the  papers,  supposed  this 
to  be  necessary  in  the  first  instance.  The  deeds  and  the 
mortgages  were  drawn  without  any  allusion  to  the  machinery. 
As  Catlin  said  they  were  not  mentioned,  the  person  who 
drafted  the  papers  suggested  a  separate  bill  of  sale,  and 
McBea  acquiesced  in  it.  He  did  not,  however,  take  a  chat- 
tel mortgage  upon  the  machinery,  nor  allude  to  it  in  his 
mortgage.  The  contract  called  for  a  mortgage  on  the  prop- 
erty conveyed ;  only  $5,000  was  paid ;  and  as  the  value  of 
this  property  is  from  $10,000  to  $11,000,  it  cannot  be 
assumed  that  the  mortgage  was  not  intended  to  cover  this 
machinery,  and  that  McKea  did  not  regard  it  as  a  part  of  the 
realty.  Neither  is  it  to  be  assumed  that  Catlin  did  not 
intend  that  the  mortgage  should  cover  this  machinery ;  to 
suppose  otherwise  would  be  the  imputation  to  him  of  a  delib- 
erate intent  to  defraud. 

In  Mv/rdock  agt.  Oilford  (18  N.  Y.^  28)  it  was  not  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  looms  were  intended  to  be  permanent 
annexations  to  the  building ;  and  the  mortgagee  treated  them 
as  personalty,  by  separately  describing  them.  In  this  case 
the  intention  to  annex  permanently,  and  the  intention 
between  the  parties — the  mortgagor  and  the  mortgagee  —  to 
treat  this  machinery  as  part  of  the  realty,  are  expressly 
found. 

The  case  of  Vanderpod  agt.  Van  Alle7i  (10  Barh.y  157) 
also  lacks  the  controlling  element  found  in  this,  to  wit :  an 
intent  to  make  the  articles  a  part  of  the  realty.  The  recent 
cases  quoted  above  ( Voorhees  agt.  McOmnis^  48  N.  Y.^  278 ; 
Potter  agt.  CromweU^  40  N,  JT.,  287)  turn  principally  on  this 
question  of  intent. 

There  is  also  a  very  strong  equity  in  favor  of  this  plaintiff. 
The  property  was  originally  his,  and  he  conveyed  it  to 
another.  This  mortgage  under  which  he  claims,  represents 
the  purchase-price,  and  the  suit  is  a  struggle  to  hold  that 
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which  in  equity  and  gcKxl  conscience  should  be  liis.  There 
seems  to  be  no  propriety  in  allowing  it  to  be  taken  from  him 
and  given  to  others. 

As  this  property  was,  firet,  actually  annexed  to  the  free- 
hold ;  second,  as  the  building  was  specially  constructed  for  a 
twine  factory,  and  the  machinery  adapted  for  it ;  third,  as 
the  intent  of  annexation  was  to  make  it  a  part  of  the  realty ; 
fourth,  as  the  parties  to  the  mortgage  intended  that  the  mort- 
gage should  cover  it,  not  as  chattels  but  as  a  part  of  the 
realty ;  and  fifth,  as  the  mortgage  is  in  part  for  the  purchase- 
money  of  the  very  articles,  it  is  determined  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  the  relief  asked  in  his  complaint. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Chables  H.  Simpkins,  receiver,  &c.,  agt.  The  Smith  and 
Pabmblee  Gold  Company  and  others. 

AcUon  by  the  receiver  of  a  mining  corporation — property  out  cf  the  itate  — 

jurisdiction. 

Where  the  property  of  a  mining  corporation  organized  in  this  state^  whose 
entire  property  consists  of  real  estate  situated  in  another  state  or  terri- 
tory, the  title  to  such  property  does  not  vest  in  a  receiver  of  the  cor- 
poration appointed  here;  he 'has  no  jurisdiction  over  it. 

fhe  creditors  of  such  corporation  might  resort  for  relief  to  the  courts 
where  the  property  is  situated,  or  the  corporation  itself  could  proceed 
to  use  or  dispose  of  the  property  entirely  unaffected  by  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver  here. 

A  proceeding  in  invitum  can  have  no  force  outside  the  jurisdiction  where 
the  proceeding  is  initiated. 

Kings  Cowityj  Sj>ecial  Terrriy  November  1875. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  action  is  the  receiver  of  the  New  York 
Gold  Mining  Company,  a  corporation  organized  under  the 
general  laws  of  this  state  in  1864,  with  a  capital  of 
$1,000,000. 

The  plaintiff  was  appointed  receiver  by  an  order  of  the 
supreme  court,  on  petition  of  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  cor- 
poration under,  the  Revised  Statutes. 

All  the  property  of  the  debtor  corporation  consisted  of  real 
estate  situated  in  the  territory  of  Colorado. 

Subsequent  to  appointment  of  the  receiver  in  this  state, 
several  judgments  for  large  amounts  were  recovered  against 
the  debtor  corporation  in  Colorado,  and  on  those  judgments 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  67 

Simpkins  agt  Smith  and  Parmelee  Gold  Company. 

executions  were  issued,  and  thereupon  all  the  property  of 
the  debtor  corporation  was  sold  at  sheriff's  sale  in  Colorado. 

The  receiver  gave  public  notice  of  his  appointment  at  said 
sheriff's  sale. 

This  action  is  brought  to  have  it  judicially  determined  that, 
as  against  the  plaintiff,  no  title  to  said  property,  in  Colorado, 
of  the  debtor  corporation  was  acquired  through  said  sheriff's 
sale  on  execution,  and  to  have  the  defendant,  in  whose  pos- 
session the  property  now  is,  account  to  the  plaintiff  for  the 
same. 

The  complaint  set  forth  substantially  the  matters  as  above 
stated,  and  the  defendants  separately  demurred  to  the  com- 
plaint on  the  grounds : 

1st.  That  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  of 
the  action. 

2d.  That  the  plaintiff  had  not  legal  capacity  to  sue,  and  for 
defect  of  parties,  improper  joinder,  and  generally  as  not  stat- 
ing facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

The  demurrers  were  argued  before  Mr.  justice  Pratt,  at 
special  term,  in  Brooklyn,  in  September  last,  by  John  S. 
Lanjorence^  counsel  for  the  defendants,  and  A.  II.  Dcmay 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff.  Judge  Pbatt  has  recently  rendered 
the  following  opinion,  sustaining  the  demurrers  of  the 
defendants : 

Pratt,  J,  —  It  may  well  be  that  where  the  courts  of  this 
state  have  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  a  defendant, 
it  may  compel  to  execute  a  conveyance  of  lands  in  another 
state  when  the  plaintiff  shows  an  equitable  right  to  such  con- 
veyance ;  but  that  does  not  entitle  plaintiff  to  the  relief 
claimed  in  this  action. 

So  far  as  the  property  of  the  New  York  Gold  Mining  Co., 
of  Colorado,  lay  within  this  state,  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver  would  doubtless  vest  the  title  in  the  receiver  but  as 
to  real  property  outside  of  the  jurisdiction,  the  appointment 
can  have  no  such  effect,  either  in  law  or  in  equity. 
Vol.  L  8 
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A  proceeding  in  invitum  can  have  no  force  outside  the 
jurisdiction  where  the  proceeding  is  initiated. 

It  follows  that  the  property  of  the  New  York  Gold  Mining 
Co.,  of  Colorado,  situate  in  Colorado  did  not  vest  in  the 
receiver ;  it  remained  the  property  of  the  company,  and  could 
be  disposed  of  by  it  as  if  no  receiver  had  been  appointed. 

As  to  such  property,  any  creditor  of  the  company  could 
have  resorted  to  the  Colorado  courts  and,  in  a  proper  action 
against  the  company,  secured  such  rights  and  remedies  as  that 
jurisdiction  aflForded  him.  Failing  in  any  such  action  by  the 
creditors  of  the  company,  the  corporation  itself  could  proceed 
to  use  or  dispose  of  the  property,  entirely  unaffected  by  the 
appointment  here  of  the  receiver. 

Notice  of  the  appointment  in  New  York  of  the  receiver 
entirely  fails  to  stamp  any  character  of  fraud  upon  the  subse- 
quent action  of  the  oflScers  of  the  company ;  ahy  action  on 
their  part,  lawful  and  proper,  in  case  no  receiver  has  been 
appointed,  was  lawful  and  proper  after  such  appointment  has 
been  made. 

It  may  well  be  that  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint 
the  creditors  of  the  original  company  may  be  entitled  in  the 
Colorado  court,  to  a  lien  upon  the  property  in  the  hands  of 
its  present  holders. 

But  such  action  should  be  brought  by  the  creditors.  The 
recefv^er  has  no  title  to  the  property  in  Colorado,  and  hence 
cannot  sustain  this  action.  His  rights  can  be  no  greater  in 
a  New  York  forum  than  they  could  be  in  Colorado. 

It  follows  that  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  judgment  on 
the  demurrer. 


/ 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  &9 


Cole  agt.  Cole. 


SUPREME  OOTTRT. 

John  James  Colb  agt.  William  P.  Oolb,  Jr.,  executor  of  the 
last  will  and  testament  of  John  B.  Cole,  deceased. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  Tiewly  discovered  evidence. 

When  the  allied  new  evidence  is  of  the  same  character  as  that  offered 
upon  the  former  trial  it  is  cwmuUxUve;  but  when  it  tends  to  prove  a  new 
fact  bearing  upon  the  issue  made  by  the  pleadings  it  is  not.  It  must,  of 
course,  be  important  in  its  bearing  upon  the  question  in  dispute,  other- 
wise  the  new  trial  should  not  be  granted. 

It  must  also  appear  that  by  no  diligence  which  could  be  required  of  a  party 
could  the  new  evidence  have  been  discovered  previous  to  the  former 
triaL 

If  it  appears  that  the  proposed  evidence  is  of  a  highly  important  character 
and  bears  directly  upon  the  very  issue  in  the  cause,  notwithstanding,  a 
new  trial  will  not  be  granted  if  such  evidence  is  to  be  given  by  a  wit- 
ness not  entitled  to  credit,  or  is  not  so  supported  by  other  facts  and 
circumstances  as  would  justify  a  jury  in  believing  the  story  of  the  prin- 
cipal deponent. 

Where  it  appeared  that  the  proposed  witness  on  the  new  trial  would  testify 
that  in  May,  1871,  he  forged  and  wrote,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff, 
the  name  of  John  R  Cole  (the  testator)  upon  the  note  in  suit,  and^ade 
recently  for  this  motion  affidavit  of  that  &ct;  and  it  also  appeared  that 
this  proposed  witness  at  the  time  he  alleged  he  forged  this  note,  in  May, 
1871,  was  an  inmate  of  the  state  prison  at  Sing  Sing,  having  been 
sentenced  there  for  eight  years  for  the  crime  of  forgery;  and  it  further 
appeared  that  since  the  year  1852,  over  twenty  years,  he  had  been  almost 
a  constant  resident  of  state  prisons  for  the  crime  of  forgery,  and  waq  at 
this  time  (July,  1875)  confined  in  the  state  penitentiary  of  Pennsylvania 
under  a  sentence  for  nine  years  and  six  months  for  the  crime  of  forgery; 
and  the  corroborating  facts  and  circumstances  to  uphold  this  proposed 
testimony  being  insufficient  to  give  it  any  legitimate  suppoit: 

Edi,  that  no  rule  of  law  and  no  principle  of  judicial  fairness  would  justify 
the  court  in  overturning  a  verdict  fully  sustained  by  credible  testimony 
m  order  to  submit  to  another  jury  the  question  whether  they  would  not 
believe  what  must,  on  a  trial,  be  the  unsustained  evidence  of  a  profes- 
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sional  forger  of  over  twenty  years'  standing)  than  that  of  reputable 
witnesses. 
Where  a  person  having  been  in  state's  prison  for  a  crime  has  been  restored 
to  his  rights  as  a  citizen  in  this  state  by  the  act  of  the  chief  executive 
thereof,  his  conviction  in  another  state  would  not,  probably,  render  his 
evidence  here  inadmissible. 

VUter  Special  Temiy  July^  1875. 

Motion  by  defendants,  on  a  case  and  affidavits  claiming 
newly  discovered  evidence,  for  a  new  trial. 

D,  M.  Dewitt  dk  Wm,  Lawtoriy  for  defendant  and  the 
motion. 

A.  Schoonmdker^  Jr.^  cfe  A.  T.  Clewrwater^  for  plaintiff 
and  opposed. 

Wbstbeook,  J,  —  This  cause  was  tried  at  the  last  (April, 
1875),  Ulster  circuit,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for 
$6,505.90. 

The  action  was  upon  a  promissory  note,  purporting  to  be 
made  by  John  R.  Cole,  deceased,  bearing  date  December  31, 
1870,  whereby  the  alleged  drawer  promised  to  pay  John  J. 
Cole,  or  order,  one  day  after  date,  the  sum  of  $5,000,  with 
interest.  It  was  commenced  against  the  defendant,  as  the 
executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  deceased,  after 
the  death  of  the  said  John  R.  Cole,  which  death  occurred 
during  the  year  1871.  The  defense  alleged  that  the  signature 
to  the  note  was  not  the  handwriting  of  the  deceased,  and 
whether  such  signature  was  genuine  or  forged  was  the  princi- 
pal if  not  the  only,  question  litigated  upon  the  trial.  The 
jury,  by  their  verdict,  having  found  the  authenticity  of  the 
note,  the  defendant  upon  a  case  containing  the  evidence  taken 
upon,  and  the  proceedings  of  the  trial,  and  sundry  affidavits 
claiming  the  discovery  of  new  and  important  evidence,  moves 
for  a  new  trial.  The  motion  is  resisted  by  the  plaintiff  upon 
opposing  affidavits,  and  the  questions  presented  are,  whether 
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the  aUeged  newly  discovered  testimony  Is  of  such  a  nature 
and  character,  and  can  be  sustained  by  witnesses  of  such 
character  as  will  justify  the  court  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound 
discretion  in  granting  the  application.  The  central  and 
pivotal  allegation  contained  in  the  moving  papers  is,  that 
while  one  John  A.  Canter  was  confined  in  the  state  prison  at 
Sing  Sing,  for  the  crime  of  forgery,  and  during,  or  about  the 
month  of  May,  1871,  the  plaintiif  visited  the  prison,  had  an 
intervieTv  with  said  Canter,  and  induced  him  to  write  and 
forge  tfae  name  of  the  alleged  maker  to  the  note  in  suit. 
The  affidavit  of  Canter,  read  upon  the  motion,  positively 
avers  these  facts  to  be  true ;  and  the  other  affidavits  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  establish  that  he  and  his  counsel  were 
entirely  ignorant  thereof  until  after  the  trial. 

In  the  determination  of  the  question  whether  a  new  trial 
should  be  granted  upon  newly  discovered  evidence,  the  rule 
urged  by  the  counsel  of  the  plaintifi^,  that  the  new  evidence 
should  not  be  cumiUative,  undoubtedly  prevails.  The  mean- 
ing, however,  which  such  counsel  give  to  the  word  "cumula- 
tive "  is  not  that  which  its  use  in  the  rule  was  designed  to 
express.  Evidence  bearing  upon  the  same  issue  in  a  cause  is 
scarcely  ever  of  the  same  character.  Very  often  the  exist- 
tence  or  non-existence  of  the  facts  upon  which  the  cause  turns 
depends  upon  a  number  of  other  independent  ones,  from 
which  the  former  are  inferred.  When  the  alleged  new  evi- 
dence is  of  the  same  character  with  that  offered  upon  the 
former  trial  it  is  cumulative,  but  when  it  tends  to  prove  a 
new  fact  bearing  upon  the  issue  made  by  the  pleadings  it  is 
not.  It  must,  of  course,  be  important  in  its  bearing  upon 
the  question  in  dispute,  otherwise  the  new  trial  should  not  be 
granted ;  and  if  the  word  "  cumulative,"  in  the  rule,  means 
that  no  new  trial  should  be  granted  when  the  evidence  to  be 
produced  relates  to  the  issue  made  by  the  pleadings,  the  result 
would  be  the  refusal  of  the  application  in  every  instance,  for 
snch  evidence  should  tend  to  establish  a  material  and  not  an 
immaterial   fact.    The  defendant,  upon  the  trial,  sought  to 
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establish  the  falsity  of  the  note  by  the  evidence  of  everts  in 
writing,  and  by  the  absence  of  the  deceased  from  the  place 
where  the  execution  of  the  note  was  located  by  the  plaintiff's 
evidence,  at  the  time  of  such  alleged  execution,  and  he  gave 
no  positive  and  direct  evidence  of  the  forgery  thereof.  If 
the  evidence  hereafter  to  be  introduced,  in  case  a  new  trial 
should  be  granted,  was  merely  that  of  an  additional  expert, 
or  of  a  single  new  witness  to  establish  the  absence  of  the 
deceased  from  the  alleged  scene  of  the  making  of  the  instru- 
ment, it  would  be  cumulative,  and  a  new  trial  would  be 
refused  for  that  reason ;  as  it  is  not,  however,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, is  evidence  of  an  entirely  different  character  from  any 
given  upon  the  trial  by  the  defendant,  the  preliminary  objec- 
tion of  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  sustained. 

It  is  evident,  also,  that  by  no  diligence  which  can  be 
required  of  a  pai*ty,  could  this  new  evidence  have  been  dis- 
covered previous  to  the  former  trial.  The  affidavit  of  For- 
dyce  L.  Laflin  fully  discloses  how  the  defendants'  counsel 
became  possessed  of  the  alleged  new  facts,  the  same  being 
communicated  to  them  by  such  affiant,  whose  recollection 
thereof  was  recalled  by  reading  the  proceedings  of  the  trial 
in  the  newspapers,  and  such  communication  was  not  made 
until  the  verdict  had  been  rendered. 

The  evidence,  also,  is  of  a  highly  important  character,  and 
as  it  bears  directly  upon  the  very  issue  in, the  cause,  I  should 
not  hesitate  to  grant  a  new  trial,  if  it  was  to  be  given  by  a 
credible  witness,  or  was  so  supported  by  other  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances as  would  justify  a  jury  in  believing  the  story  of 
the  principal  deponent.  To  these  questions,  the  argument 
must  be  addressed,  and  accordingly  as  they  are  answered 
must  the  present  application  stand  or  fall. 

Before,  however,  referring  to  the  facts  alleged  in  the  papers 
used  upon  this  application,  it  will  be  necessary  to  see  how  the 
case  stood  upon  the  evidence  given  upon  the  trial.  The  same 
number  of  experts  (ten),  give  evidence  upon  each  side,  and 
the  plaintiff,  in  addition,  introduced  the  following  testimony : 
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First.  Blandina  Cole,  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff,  testified  that 
there  was  a  family  dinner  at  the  house  of  her  husband  on  the 
day  of  the  execution  of  the  note  (December  31,  1870),  at 
which  the  deceased,  who  was  the  father  of  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant,  was  present.  That  after  the  dinner  was  over, 
the  deceased  remained  in  the  dining-room  with  her  husband 
and  herself,  the  others  having  gone  out,  and  then  and  there 
executed  and  delivered  the  note  to  the  plaintiff,  handing  it  to 
her,  telling  her  to  keep  it,  and  that  it  would  be  good 
some  day. 

Second.  Alonzo  F.  Babcock  testified  that  a  few  days  before 
August  26, 1864,  a  conversation,  in  substance,  took  place 
between  the  deceased  and  himself,  as  follows :  The  witness 
said  to  Mr.  Cole  that  he  had  given  to  his  two  sons,  Oharles 
and  William,  a  couple  of  nice  farms.  To  this  Mr.  Cole 
answered,  that  he  had  given  the  plaintiff  $6,000  when  he 
began,  and  told  him  to  help  himself.  The  witness  replied, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  not  had  as  much  as  the  rest,  to  which 
Cole  rejoined :  "  My  wife  and  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
to  give  him  $5,000  or  $6,000  more."   * 

Third.  Peter  R.  Elting  testified  that  in  the  summer  of 
1869  he  talked  with  the  deceased  about  taking  a  policy  of 
insurance  upon  his  life,  in  the  course  of  which,  Mr.  Cole  said 
he  had  agreed  with  his  wife  to  give  John  James  (the  plain- 
tiff), $5,000,  and,  perhaps,  an  insurance  upon  his  life  would 
be  a  good  way  to  pay  it.  In  another  conversation  with  the 
witness,  some  time  after  this,  the  deceased  said  he  had  done 
with  John  James  as  he  had  promised  his  wife  he  would  do, 
when  she  gave  to  him  a  deed  of  her  real  estate ;  he  had 
given  him  a  note  for  the  sum,  and  that  he  could  not  do  it  by 
a  life  insurance  policy,  as  William  (the  defendant),  would  not 
let  him. 

Fourth.  Horace  Maxon  said,  that  in  a  conversation  w;hich 
he  had  with  the  deceased  in  1871,  the  latter  remarked  that 
he  had  given  John  James  $6,000  when  he  started ;  that  this, 
however,  was  not  his  proportion,  and  that  he  had  made 
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arrangements  with  his  wife  to  give  him  $5,000  more ;  and  he 
farther  said  (the  witness  did  not  remember  the  exact  expres- 
sion) that  he  had  given  or  would  give  the  plaintiff  a  note  for 
that  amount. 

Fifth.  John  Plough  testified,  that  during  the  year  1868, 
John  K.  Cole  told  the  witness  he  had  his  property  all  arranged ; 
that  he  had  given  to  William  the  homestead,  and  to  Oharles, 
the  place  where  he  lived  ;  that  he  had  given  to  the  plaintiff 
$6,000,  and  if  his  son  was  worth  $6,000  to  him,  Oornelius 
Oliver's  daughter  (the  wife  of  plaintiff,  meaning)  ought  to  be 
worth  $5,000  to  him.  Oliver  had,  however,  done  nothing, 
and  he  (Cole)  and  his  wife  had  concluded  to  give  the  plaintiff 
$5,000  more.  At  another  time,  the  same  witness  said,  he 
overheard  the  late  Senator  Hardenburgh  say  to  Mr.  Cole: 
"  Whatever  you  want  to  give  your  boy  John  James,  give  him 
a  note  for  it."  The  witness  further  testified,  that  Mr.  Cole, 
during  the  year  1871,  told  him  that  he  had  given  the  plaintiff 
"  $5,000  or  his  note  for  it." 

Sixth.  Cornelius  6.  Sutton  testified,  that  the  deceased,  in 
a  conversation  with  the  witness,  spoke  of  what  his  sons 
"  Charles  and  Billy "  were  to  have.  To  which  the  witness 
answered, ''  John  James  is  in  debt."  To  which  Mr.  Cole 
replied:  '*When  I  am  done,  John  James  will  be  free  of 
debt." 

Seventh.  Andrew  E.  Jansen  testified,  that  the  deceased 
told  him,  he  had  given  each  of  his  boys  a  farm,  and  to  make 
John  James  equal  with  the  rest,  he  had  given  him  a  note  for 
$5,000. 

This,  in  substance,  is  the  affirmative  evidence  given  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  upon  the  trial,  in  addition  to  the  evidence 
of  the  ten  experts  who  testified  that  in  their  opinions  the 
signature  to  the  note  was  the  proper  and  genuine  writing  of 
the  deceased.  Much  of  the  details  of  the  evidence,  consist- 
ing largely  of  the  motives  and  agreement  with  his  deceased 
wife,  which  induced  the  testator  to  make  and  deliver  the 
note,  are  omitted  in  the  statement  given.     It  will  be  apparent 
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to  any  mind,  that  the  plaintiflF  made  upon  the  trial  a  very 
strong,  if  not  an  overwhelming  case.  One  witness  testified  to 
the  execution  of  the  note  by  the  deceased  testator  in  her 
presence,  and  six  others  testify  to  admissions  and  declarations 
made  by  him,  which  exceedingly  fortify  and  sustain  the  direct 
proof  of  the  execution.  Neither  of  these  witnesses  is 
impeached  or  substantially  contradicted.  It  is  true  a  strong 
attempt  was  made  to  prove  that  the  deceased  was  not  at  the 
house  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  day  of  the  alleged  execution  of 
the  note,  and  this  was  sustained  by  several  witnesses,  the 
principal  of  whom  were  the  defendant  and  wife,  and  his  brother 
Charles  Cole  and  wife ;  but  a  still  stronger  array  of  witnesses 
and  circumstances  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  proved  him. 
there.  When  the  qase,  then,  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  the 
evidence  (stating  it  as  favorable  as  possible  for  the  defendant) 
was  balanced,  without  throwing  in  the  plaintiff's  scales,  that 
of  Mrs.  John  J.  Cole  as  to  the  execution  of  the  note,  and  of 
the  confessions  hereinbefore  stated.  With  that  added,  the 
result  could  not  well  have  been  different,  though  the  verdict 
was  reached  by  the  jury,  without  the  expression  of  an  opinion 
by  the  court  as  to  its  weight.  It  is  proper  now,  however,  to 
state  that  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  jury  met  with  the 
approbation  of  the  court,  and  that,  in  its  opinion,  a  contrai7 
result  was  scarcely  possible. 

It  is  now  urged  that  the  verdict  sustained  by  such  an  amount 
of  evidence  should  be  overthrown,  and  the  cause  submitted  to 
another  jury,  because  upon  such  retrial,  one  John  A.  Canter 
will  testify,  that  in  May,  1871,  he  (Canter)  forged  and  wrote 
at  tlie  request  of  plaintiff',  the  name  of  John  R.  Cole  upon  the 
note.  When  the  act  was  done  (if  Canter's  story  is  true)  the 
forger  was  an  inmate  of  the  state  prison  at  Sing  Sing,  where  he 
was  confined  from  Jime  19th,  1865  to  the  19th  day  of  May, 
1873.  The  place  of  the  alleged  act,  and  the  character  of  the 
act  (if  statement  be  true)  ought  to  fix  the  moral  status  of 
the  witness ;  but  it  may  be  well  further  to  inquire,  who  this 
man  Canter  is,  whose  evidence,  to  be  given  upon  another 
Vol.  L  9 
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trial,  is  urged  as  sufficient  to  overthrow  a  verdict,  and  worthy 
of  being  considered  by  another  jury,  of  so  great  weight  as  to 
justify  the  rendition  of  a  different  one.  On  the  7th  day 
of  December,  1874,  in  the  court  of  quarter  sessions  of  the 
city  and  county  of  Philadelphia,  state  of  Pennsylvania,  under 
the  name  of  Charles  Bipley,  alias  Jack  Canton,  alias  Charles 
Ostrander,  this  John  A.  Canter  was  convicted  of  the  crime 
of  forgery,  and  sentenced  "  to  undergo  imprisonment  in  sepa- 
rate or  solitary  confinement  at  labor  in  the  state  penitentiary 
for  the  eastern  district  of  Pennsylvania,  *  *  *  for  the 
term  of  nine  years  and  six  months,  and  *  *  *  pay  the 
costs  of  prosecution  and  stand  committed  until  this  judgment 
is  fully  complied  with."  The  affidavit  used  upon  this  motion 
by  the  defendant  (though  nothing  in  the  moving  papers  dis- 
closes the  fact),  was  made  in  the  prison  to  which  he  was  thus 
sentenced,  and  where  he  is  still  confined.  It  is  further  shown 
that  this  individual  has,  since  the  yet^r  1852,  been  almost  a 
constant  inmate  of  state  prisons,  for  various  crimes  of  forgery. 
Canter  having  been  restored  to  his  rights  as  a  citizen  in 
this  state  by  the  act  of  the  chief  executive  thereof,  the  con- 
viction in  another  state  would  not,  probably,  render  his  evi- 
dence here  inadmissible.  (1  Oreenl,  on  Ev.  \Vith  ed,']j  sec.  396 ; 
CommomoeaUh  agt.  6h*een,  17  Mass.,  515).  Character,  how- 
ever, is  of  little  avail,  if  the  testimony  of  such  a  witness  is 
entitled  to  any  weight.  A  residence  of  twenty  years  and 
over  in  state  prisons  for  the  crime  of  passing  written  lies  (such 
all  forgeries  are)  upon  unsuspecting  parties  for  the  purpose  of 
gain  has  certainly  earned  for  the  party  a  well  established 
reputation  for  not  telling  the  truth,  and  if  his  statement  should 
now  be  believed  in  preference  to  that  of  reputable  persons, 
then,  certainly,  all  human  rules  for  judging  evidence  are  at 
fault,  and  common  sense  and  common  integrity  of  little  value. 
Such  a  man,  swearing  too,  probably,  in  the  hope  of  obtaining 
a  pardon  thereby  (though  no  promise  or  hope  of  that  kind 
has  been  held  out  to  him  by  honorable  counsel,  who  would 
scorn  the  act),  ought  not  to  be  believed  by  any  court,  or  any 
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jury.  The  moral  sense  from  which  truth  only  can  spring  in 
such  a  creature  is  completely  obliterated,  and  it  shocks  all  our 
sense  of  justice  to  suppose,  that  statements  which  come  from 
such  lips  can  exercise  any  weight  whatever  in  the  administra- 
tion of  justice. 

Upon  the  evidence  of  Canter  alone,  then,  this  verdict  can- 
not be  overturned.  No  court  would  be  justified,  for  a 
moment,  in  assuming  that  any  jury  could  believe  the  evidence 
of  respectable  witnesses  false,  and  that  of  such  a  being  true. 
The  question  still  remains,  however :  Do  the  affidavits  show 
that  any  evidence  confirmatory  of  Canter^s  can  be  given 
upon  a  new  trial  ?    This  will  now  be  considered. 

It  is  evident  that  what  Mr.  Fordyce  L.  Lafiin  knows  cannot 
be  evidence.  According  to  his  recollection,  during  the  year 
1871,  one  Mr.  Russell,  now  deceased,  then  warden  of  the 
prison  at  Sing  Sing,  told  him  a  Mr.  Cole,  of  Ulster  county, 
had  seen  Canter  in  the  prison,  and  induced  Canter  to  simu- 
late the  signature  of  Cole's  father  to  a  note.  What  Mr.  Cole 
this  was  was  not  stated.  As  Russell  is  now  dead,  and  his  evi- 
dence cannot  be  procured,  how  the  facts  which  Russell  knew 
are  to  be  shown  is  not  apparent.  Certainly  the  declarations 
to  Lafiin  are  not  evidence  upon  any  trial,  and  I  know  of  no 
rule  which  makes  them  proper  here.  They  certainly  prove 
no  fact  whatever,  and  if  mere  declarations  of  third  parties 
can  be  received  either  upon  a  trial  or  by  affidavit  in  applica- 
tions of  this  character  in  the  administration  of  justice,  the 
affidavit  of  Lafiin,  then  proves  nothing.  f 

The  affidavit  of  Mr.  Casper  C.  Childs  is,  however,  more 
important.  He  saw  the  man  who  was  at  the  prison,  and 
conversed  with  Canter.  He  did  not  know  his  name,  but 
Canter  told  the  witness  his  name  was  Cole,  and  his  business 
then  was  to  procure  the  forging  of  a  note,  and  from  a  recent 
seeing  of  the  plaintiff  he  believes  him  to  be  the  man  whom 
he  saw  at  the  prison. 

If  this  was  the  only  evidence  given  by  this  witness  it  would 
certainly  go  a  great  way  in  establishing  the  presence  of  the 
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plaintiff  at  Sing  Sing  under  very  suspicious  circumstances. 
The  plaintiff,  however,  produces  a  second  affidavit  of  Mr. 
Childs,  in  which  he  states  that  all  he  meant  to  say  in  his 
former  affidavit  was,  "  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  resemblance  to 
the  person  alluded  to  in  said  affidavit."  That  he  "  recollects 
and  states  the  fact  to  be,  that  the  person  seen  by  deponent  at 
Sing  Sing  in  1871,  was  stouter  and  had  a  fuller  face  than  the 
plaintiff  when  seen  by  deponent  at  Kingston,  as  mentioned 
in  said  affidavit  That  the  person  seen  by  deponent  at  Sing 
Sing  had  no  stammering  or  impediment  in  his  speech,  nor 
infirmity  in  his  gait  or  walk  that  were  noticed  by  deponent." 

This  additional  affidavit  is  highly  important,  for  it  not  only 
demonstrates  that  there  is  a  doubt  as  to  the  party  at  Sing 
Sing,  but  it  also  shows  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  been 
that  individual.  In  January,  1867,  the  plaintiff  had  a  very 
severe  attack  of  traumatic  paralysis,  which  nearly  caused 
death,  and  from  it  he  has  never  recovered.  His  speech  and 
gait  are  both  very  much  affected,  and,  according  to  his 
physician  ( A.braham  Grispell),  "  all  of  the  difficulties  or  infirm- 
ities above  described  were  'oery  apparent  amd  noticeaile  in 
the  year  1871."  These  peculiarities  would,  undoubtedly, 
have  been  observed  and  remembered  by  Childs  had  he  been 
the  person  who  was  at  Sing  Sing. 

Apart  then  from  the  evidence  of  Canter  himself,  there  is 
absolutely  none  of  the  presence  of  Cole  at  Sing  Sing.  That 
fact,  as  well  as  the  writing  of  the  note,  rests  entirely  upon 
the  oath  of  Canter.  It  is  true  the  fact  remains,  that  some  per- 
son at  Sing  Sing  saw  Canter ;  but  who  that  person  was,  and 
the  object  of  the  call,  rests  with  Canter  only;  and  no  jury 
should  be  allowed  to  base  a  verdict  upon  that  alone 

Perhaps  this  further  consideration  ought  not  to  b6  over- 
looked. At  the  time  of  the  alleged  visit  of  Mr.  Cole  to  Sing 
Sing  there  were  several  persons  employed  about  the  prison 
who  knew  the  plaintiff  well.  If  he  had  visited  Canter  there, 
for  the  object  and  purpose  claimed,  which  was  at  the  time 
disclosed  by  the  convict,  all  this  would  have  been  well  known 
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by  Cole's  acquaintances  around  the  prison,  and  could  not  have 
been  kept  quiet.  Several  of  those  parties  reside  in  Kingston 
now,  and  have  so  resided  there  for  a  long  time,  as  their  aflS- 
davits  now  used  show.  This  controversy  had  been  before 
the  public  for  months  prior  to  the  trial ;  and  it  is  remarkable, 
to  say  the  least,  if  the  story  told  by  Canter  was  current  in 
Sing  Sing  in  1871,  that  the  identity  of  the  transactions  were 
not  discovered  or  thought  of  by  any  one.  It  is  true  that 
Mr.  Laflin,  on  reading  the  proceedings  of  the  trial,  thinks 
he  recalled  it  to  his  mind,  but  whether  the  name  of  the  per- 
son mentioned  by  Mr.  Russell  was  then  remembe^'ed  to  be 
Cole,  or  whether  it  was  an  impression  created  by  the  occur- 
rence as  detailed  in  testimony,  Mr.  Laflin  has  not  said,  nor 
has  he  been  cross-examined  in  regard  thereto.  Certain  it  is, 
however,  with  facts  of  a  startling  character  which  must  have 
been  current  at  Sing  Sing,  if  they  ever  occurred  at  all,  with 
several  acquaintances  of  Cole,  those  facts  were  not,  and  are 
not  now  remembered  by  any  of  them,  with  the  exception  of 
Mr.  Laflin,  who  at  this  late  day  gives  us  the  benefit  of  a  con- 
versation with  a  third  person,  which  cannot  and  ought  not 
to  be  received  as  evidence. 

I  have  not  alluded  in  this  opinion  to  the  additional  new 
evidence  which  the  plaintiff  presents  upon  this  application, 
in  opposition  thereto,  that  this  note  was  actually  in  existence 
prior  to  May,  1871,  at  which  time  Cantor  says  he  made  it, 
and  the  additional  admissions  of  the  deceased.  I  have  not 
alluded  to  it  because  I  deem  it  unnecessary.  No  rule  of  law 
and  no  principle  of  judicial  fairness  would  justify  me  in 
overturning  a  verdict  so  fully  sustained  by  credible  testimony, 
in  order  to  submit  to  another  jury  the  question  whether  they 
would  not  believe  what  must,  on  a  trial,  be  the  unsustained 
evidence  of  a  professional  forger  (i.  e.,  a  writer  of  lies,  which 
by  the  act  of  passing  he  declares  genuine)  of  twenty  years 
standing,  than  that  of  reputable  witnesses. 

Ihe  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  denied,  with  costs. 
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BUFFALO  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Ik   the   Matter   of   the   Extension   of   the   Main   and 

Hambubgh  Stbeet  Canal. 

Potoer  cf  the  cHjy  of  Buffalo^under  Us  cha/rtery  to  take  lands qfraOroad  corporor 

Uons  for  a  canaL 

The  city  of  Bofifalo  is  empowered  by  its  charter  {section  1,  ^  8)  '^  to  take 
lands  for  public  buildings,  for  parks,  public  grounds,  squares,  streets, 
alleys,  fountains,  canals,  basins,  slips  and  other  public  waters;  and  for 
any  other  corporate  purpose  or  object."  This  power  as  to  the  lands  to 
be  taken  is  without  limitation.  It  is,  in  terms,  sufficiently  compre- 
hensive to  embrace  any  and  all  lands  within  the  city. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  legislature,  in  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent 
domain,  may  appropriate  or  authorize  the  appropriation,  upon  payment 
of  a  full  equivalent,  of  any  lands,  property  or  rights,  although  they  may 
have  been  already  taken  and  are  held  for  another  public  use  of  a  different 
nature. 

The  charter  of  the  city  of  Buffalo  does  not  grant  the  power,  in  express 
terms,  to  take  the  lands  of  a  railroad  company  or  any  other  property 
already  appropriated  to  public  use. 

But  in  laying  out,  constructing  or  improving  a  street,  canal  or  sewer,  or 
laying  down  gas  or  water  pipes,  or  for  any  other  corporate  purpose,  the 
city  finds  it  necessary  to  enter  upon  and  take  some  part  of  the  iand  or 
property  of  a  railroad  company,  it  is  by  necessary  implication  clothed 
with  the  requisite  power  to  accomplish  the  purpose. 

Where,  therefore,  the  city  of  Buffalo  has  determined,  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  law  (the  appointment  of  commissioners),  to  take  the  lands 
necessary  to  extend  the  Main  and  Hamburgh  Street  canal  from  its  pres- 
ent easterly  terminus  to  the  Buffsdo  river,  a  distance  of  nearly  two  miles, 
and  which  will  intersect  the  tracks  of  three  different  railroad  companies, 
but  in  such  a  manner  as  not  essentially  to  impair  or  diminish  the  useful- 
ness or  convenience  of  their  tracks,  or  injure  the  business  of  the  compa- 
nies as  carried  on  over  their  present  lines  of  traffic,  it  takes  the  lands 
which  it  acquires  by  such  proceedings  for  the  public  use,  and  the  fee 
with  which  it  becomes  vested  is  simply  that  of  a  trustee  holding  for  such 
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use.    The  taking  creates  no  private  or  exclusive  right  or  property  i^  the 
city  corporation  as  against  the  public. 

At  Special  Temiy  Aprils  1875. 

F.  B.  Perkins^  city  attorney,  for  dty  of  BuflTalo. 

James  M.  WiUettj  for  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern 
Bailroad  Company  and  the  New  York  Central  and  Hadson 
Biver  Railroad  Company. 

K  G.  S^aguCj  for  Erie  Railway  Company. 
O.  O.  OotOe,  for  Fannie  P.  Cotfle. 

Z.  Ze  Clear^  for  Wm.  Wasson,  2d. 

Jambs  M.  Smtth,  J.  —  The  city  of  Buffalo  has  determined 
in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  to  take  the  lands  necessary  to 
extend  the  Main  and  Hamburgh  Street  canal,  from  its  pres- 
ent easterly  terminus  to  the  Bnffalo  river,  a  distance  of 
nearly  two  miles.  The  proposed  extension  is  to  be  sixty  feet 
in  width,  and  will  intersect  the  tracks  of  three  diflferent  rail- 
road companies.  The  city  attorney,  upon  due  proof  that  the 
requisite  preliminary  steps  prescribed  by  law  have  been 
taken  by  the  common  council  and  city  oflScers,  now  moves  for 
the  appointment  of  commissioners  to  ascertain  the  compensa- 
tion to  be  made  for  the  lands  to  be  taken  in  this  proceeding. 
The  several  railroad  companies  referred  to,  appear  by  their 
counsel  against  the  motion,  and  urge  an  objection,  which,  if 
well  founded,  may  be  tatal  to  the  whole  proceeding ;  as  it 
rests  upon  a  denial  of  the  right  of  the  city  to  take  for  the 
proposed  canal  the  lands  of  the  railroad  companies  through 
which,  if  the  canal  is  to  be  constructed,  it  must  necessarily 
pass.  None  of  the  companies  will  be  so  seriously  affected  by 
this  proceeding  as  the  Lake  Shore  and  Michigan  Southern 
Bailway  Company,  and  though  the  same  legal  principles 
govern  the  rights  of  them  all,  yet  as  the  facts  in  relation  to 
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that  company  present  the  objection  urged  by  all  of  them  in 
the  strongest  light,  I  shall  consider  the  case  with  special 
reference  to  those  facts. 

It  is  shown  by  that  company,  that  its  lands  affected  by  this 
proceeding  were  taken  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  known  as  the  general  railroad  act,  and  in  the  exercise 
of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  for  the  purpose  of  construct- 
ing and  operating  its  railroad ;  that  it  has  constructed  said 
road,  and  has  laid  down  seven  different  tracks  upon  that  part 
of  its  lands  through  which  the  proposed  canal  will  pass  for  a 
distance  of  200  feet ;  and  that  these  tracks  are  in  continual 
use  for  a  vast  and  constantly  increasing  passenger  and  freight 
traflSic,  and  are  indispensably  necessary  for  that  purpose.  The 
railroad  company  has  also  read  affidavits  of  engineers  and 
others  skilled  in  the  construction  and  operation  of  railroads, 
stating  that  in  their  opinion  it  will  be  impracticable  to  bridge 
the  proposed  canal,  at  the  place  where  it  will  intersect  the 
seven  tracks  of  the  railroad,  at  a  sufficient  height  above  the 
canal  to  pass  boats  of  the  usual  size,  without  raising  the 
grade  of  the  railroad  tracks  so  as  to  destroy  their  usefulness  ; 
that  the  company  would  no  longer  be  able  to  transact  its  busi- 
ness thereon,  and  would  be  deprived  of  the  use  of  extensive 
yards,  freight  depots,  repair  shops,  engine  houses,  turn-tables, 
and  other  large  and  expensive  structures,  which  were  erected 
for  use  in  connection  with  these  tracks,  and  the  company 
would  thus  suffer  irreparable  injury  and  be  compelled  to  seek 
and  establish  other  and  new  routes  for  its  traffic  in  and 
through  this  city. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  city  attorney  has  submitted 
affidavits  made  by  other  engineers  and  persons  of  like  skill 
and  experience,  and  maps  and  profiles  of  the  proposed  canal, 
the  railroad  tracks  which  it  intersects,  and  the  adjacent  prem- 
ises, which  show  to  my  satisfaction,  that  the  grave  appre- 
hensions expressed  in  the  opinions  referred  to,  are  not  well 
founded ;  and  that  it  will  be  quite  practicable,  (though  not 
without  incurring  a  very  large  expense)  to  bridge  the  canal 
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in  such  a  manner  as  to  carry  the  railroad  tracks  over  it  at  the 
height  requisite  for  the  purposes  of  navigation,  and  yet  not 
essentially  impair  or  diminish  the  usefulness  or  convenience  of 
the  railroad  tracks,  or  interrupt  or  injure  the  business  of  the 
company  as  carried  on  over  its  present  lines  of  traffic. 

With  this  view  of  the  facts  in  the  case,  I  come  now  to  con- 
sider the  legal  principles  involved. 

The  city  of  Buffalo  is  empowered  by  section  1  of  title 
8  of  its  charter  "to  take  lands  for  public  buildings,  for 
parks,  public  grounds,  squares,  streets,  alleys,  fountains, 
canals,  basins,  slips,  and  other  public  waters ;  and  for  any 
other  corporate  purpose  or  object."  This  power,  as  ,to  the 
lands  to  be  taken,  is  without  limitation.  It  is  in  terms  suffi- 
ciently comprehensive  to  embrace  any  and  all  lands  within 
the  city.  And  it  is  well  settled  that  the  legislature,  in  the 
exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  may  appropriate  or 
authorize  the  appropriation,  upon  payment  of  a  full  equiva- 
lent, of  any  lands,  property  or  rights,  although  they  may 
have  beeh  already  taken  and  are  held  for  another  public  use, 
of  a  different  nature  (  West  River  Bridge  Co.  agt.  DiXy  6 
How.  J  607 ;  Freeholders  of  Monmouth  Co.  agt.  Red  Bank 
&  H.  Turnpike  Co.^  18  N.  J.  Eq.  Rep.^  91 ;  Indiana  Cen- 
tral R.  R.  Co.  agt.  State  of  Indiana^  3  Ind.  Rep.^  421 ;  The 
Boston  Waier  Power  Co.  agt.  The  Boston  cfe  W.  R.  R.  Go.^ 
23  Pick.,  360 ;  PeopU  agt.  Kerr,  27  N.  Y.,  188 ;  Matter  of 
Boston  cfe  Albany  R.  R.  Co.,  53  N.  T.,  574). 

But  the  principle  is  also  established,  that  the  power  to  enter 
upon  and  take  property  already  taken  and  held  for  one  public 
use,  for  another  and  different  public  use,  must  be  conferred 
either  in  express  terms  or  by  necessary  implication ;  and  that 
this  implication  does  not  arise,  if  the  powers  expressly  con- 
ferred can  by  reasonable  intendment  be  exercised  without  the 
appropriation  of  property  already  actually  held  and  used  for 
another  public  use  {Inhabitants  of  Springfield  agt.  Connec- 
ticut R.  R.  Co.,  4  Gush.,  63 ;  MaUer  of  Boston  &  Albany 
R.  R.  Co.,  supra.) 
Vol.  L  10 
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The  construction  and  operation  of  a  railroad  is  for  public 
purposes,  and  it  is  therefore  held  that  real  estate  taken  for  its 
use  is  taken  for  the  public  use.  And  the  statute  under  which 
the  lands  in  question  now  held  by  the  railroads  were  acquired, 
expressly  enacts  that  ''  all  real  estate  acquired  by  any  com- 
pany under  and  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  for  the 
purposes  of  its  incorporation,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  acquired 
for  public  use"  {Chap.  140  of  Laws  <j/'1850,  sec.  18).  The 
charter  of  the  city  of  Buffalo  does  not  grant  the  power  in 
express  terms  to  take  the  lands  of  the  railroad  company,  or 
any  other  property  already  appropriated  to  public  use.  Can 
the  power  then  be  implied,  as  reasonably  intended  to  be  con- 
ferred by  the  charter  in  the  general  grant  of  power  to  take 
lands  for  corporate  purposes  ? 

A  principal  purpose  in  the  organization  of  municipal  cor- 
porations, is  to  provide  for  the  construction,  maintenance  and 
preservation  of  those  institutions,  and  those  works  of  local 
improvement,  which  subserve  the  wants,  necessities,  comfort, 
or  convenience  of  the  citizens,  not  only  as  individuals,  but  as 
members  of  a  civilized  community.  Hence  the  wide  range 
of  powers  conferred  for  public  purposes,  for  the  preservation 
of  the  public  health,  for  the  education  of  youth,  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor,  for  the  protection  of  life  and  property  from  the 
elements,  and  for  the  promotion  and  protection  of  trade  and 
commerce.  In  the  due  execution  of  these  powers,  private  rights 
and  interests  must  often  yield  to  the  demands  of  public  neces- 
sity. And  a  large  discretion  is,  and,  in  the  nature  of  things, 
must  be,  confided  to  the  municipal  government,  in  respect  to 
the  occasion,  the  time,  and  the  manner  of  executing  its  powers. 
And  the  exercise  of  that  discretion  can  only  be  regulated  or 
restrained  by  positive  enactment,  or  the  enforcement  of  those 
fundamental  principles  upon  which  the  rights  of  the  citizen 
and  the  safety  of  public  interests  repose.  And  in  all  cases 
where  questions  arise  as  to  the  power,  or  the  particular  occa- 
sion or  mode  of  its  exercise,  regard  must  be  had  to  the 
various  conditions  and  circumstances  which  affect  the  case, 
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and  which  onght  and  may  be  presumed  to  have  influenced 
the  legislature  in  conferring  the  power,  and  the  action  of  the 
city  goYemment  in  its  use.  Every  grant  of  power  to  a 
municipal  corporation,  is  intended  to  be  beneficial  and  efSca- 
cious  to  accomplish  its  purpose,  and  carries  with  it  such  inci- 
dental powers  as  are  requisite  to  its  exercise.  If  the  exercise 
of  a  power  granted  draws  after  it  a  necessary  consequence, 
the  law  contemplates  and  sanctions  that  consequence.  The 
grant  of  a  right  is,  by  fair  construction  a  grant  of  power  to 
do  all  the  acts  necessary  to  its  enjoyment. 

In  the  present  case,  the  city  is  taking  steps  for  the  construc- 
tion of  a  canal,  for  which  purpose  ample  power  is  conferred, 
in  general  terms,  by  the  charter.  This  work  is  said  to  be 
required  not  only  for  the  convenience  of  trade  and  commerce, 
but  also  for  sanitary  purposes ;  that  part  of  the  city  which  it 
traverses  being  low  and  flat,  and  requiring  sewerage  and 
drainage,  for  which  this  improvement  will  give  the  requisite 
facilities.  Similar  demands  of  trade  and  commerce,  stimulating 
individual  enterprise,  have  caused  the  construction  of  rail- 
roads in  the  city,  which,  with  their  connecting  or  competing 
lines,  have  not  only  penetrated  the  active  centers  of  popula- 
tion and  business,  but  have  completely  encircled  the  entire 
territory  over  which  the  city  exercises  its  jurisdiction.  It  is 
obvious  that  very  many  of  the  public  improvements,  rendered 
necessary  by  the  growth  and  progress  of  the  city,  must 
encounter  these  lines  of  railroads ;  and  it  is  to  be  presumed 
that  the  l^islature  was  fully  cognizant  of  this  fact,  and  con- 
sidered it  when  it  conferred  on  the  city  the  power  to  which  I 
have  referred.  We  must,  therefore,  infer  that  the  absence  of 
an  express  grant  to  the  city  of  the  right  to  enter  upon  apd 
appropriate,  for  its  necessary  corporate  purposes,  portions  of 
the  land  and  property  acquired  by  the  railroad  companies  for 
their  use,  does  not  necessarily  debar  the  exercise  of  such  right ; 
but,  rather,  that  the  general  grant  of  power  was  deemed  suf- 
ficient to  confer  the  right,  not  only  in  respect  to  the  property 
of  private  persons,  but  of  that  of  all  corporate  and  public 
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bodies,  whether  acquired  and  held  solely  for  private  emolu- 
ment, or  for  public  use  also ;  and  that  those  general  laws  and 
principles  which  restrain  and  govern  the  manner  and  the 
extent  of  the  exercise  of  such  power,  afford  to  all  persons  and 
interests  ample  protection  from  its  abuse. 

And  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  a  broad  distinction 
exists  between  powers  granted  to  municipal  corporations, 
exclusively  for  public  purposes,  and  those  granted  to  railroad 
companies,  or  other  similar  corporations  where  the  benefit  to 
the  public,  and  its  use,  is  merely  incidental,  and  the  supreme 
purpose  of  the  corporation,  and  the  principal  use  of  its  pow- 
ers and  property  are  for  private  emolument.  To  the  former 
may  wisely  and  safely  be  given  a  much  more  generous  and 
ample  construction  of  its  powers,  both  express  and  implied, 
than  to  the  latter.  When,  therefore,  in  laying-out,  construct- 
ing or  improving  a  street,  canal,  or  sewer,  or  laying  down  gas 
or  water  pipes,  or  for  any  other  corpoi'ate  purpose,  the  city 
finds  it  necessary  to  enter  upon  and  take  some  part  of  the 
land  or  property  of  a  railroad  company,  it  is,  by  necessary 
implication,  clothed  with  the  requisite  power  to  accomplish 
the  purpose. 

There  are,  no  doubt,  limits  within  which  the  exercise  of 
this  implied  power  should  be  restrained.  We  may  concede 
that  the  city  would  not  be  allowed  to  take  the  passenger 
depot,  the  engine-house,  the  freight  depot,  or  other  large  and 
expensive  structures  of  a  railroad  company,  indispensable  to 
its  use,  and  without  which  its  business  would  be  broken  up 
and  destroyed,  for  some  purpose  for  which  other  lands  and 
property  would  be  equally  convenient  and  useful,  and  could 
easily  be  acquired.  Nor  to  lay  out  a  park,  or  public  square, 
for  the  purpose  of  ornament  or  recreation,  upon  the  lands  of 
a  railroad  company  so  as  to  exclude  it  from  the  use  of  its 
tracks,  cut  off  its  lines  of  communication  with  other  roads, 
and  its  own  depots  for  business,  and  so  destroy  its  usefulness, 
or  work  irreparable  injury  to  its  traffic.  In  these  cases  the 
end  to  be  attained  might  be  quite  insufficient  to  warrant  the 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  77 

Matter  of  Main  and  Hamburgh  Street  Canal. 

injnry  to  public  and  private  interests  which  would  be  the 
necessary  consequence.  The  appropriation  of  the  property 
by  the  city  would  be  wholly  exclusive,  and  inconsistent  with 
its  further  use  by  the  railroad  company,  and  the  right  to  such 
appropriation  and  use,  under  such  circumstances,  ought  not 
to  be  inferred  from  a  general  grant  of  power,  nor  unless  con- 
ferred in  express  terms. 

But  in  this  case  no  appropriation  of  the  property  or  fran- 
chises of  the  company  is  requisite  or  contemplated,  which 
will  exclude  it  from  the  use  of  its  present  tracks  or  lines  of 
traflSc,  or  any  of  them.  For  the  present  roadway  of  earth 
may  be  substituted  a  bridge  over  the  canal  when  constructed, 
and  the  use  of  the  tracks  thus  continued  without  being 
essentially  impaired  or  diminished  in  convenience  or  effi- 
ciency. Both  works,  then,  are  consistent,  and  may  well  stand 
together — the  canal  and  the  railroad  —  and  any  injury 
which  the  company  may  sustain,  and  all  expenses  which  it 
must  incur,  by  reason  of  the  appropriation  of  a  small  section, 
of  its  roadway  and  being  compelled  to  substitute  therefor  a 
bridge,  the  city  must  compensate  in  damages.  In  this  respect, 
as  well  as  in  others  to  which  I  have  already  adverted,  the 
case  differs  widely  from  that  of  the  Boston  andAU>any  Rail- 
road  Company  (53  N.  J".,  574),  cited  and  much  relied  on 
by  the  counsel  for  the  company  as  an  authority  in  support 
of  the  objections  urged  against  the  exercise  of  the  right 
claimed  by  the  city  in  this  proceeding.  In  that  case  the  rail- 
road company  sought  to  take,  for  the  purposes  of  its  road,  a 
public  park  in  the  village  of  Greenbush,  and  the  court 
remarks :  "  It  is  not  denied  that  a  taking  of  this  property  by 
the  applicant,  and  a  user  of  it  for  the  purposes  of  the  cor- 
poration, is  utterly  inconsistent  with  its  use  as  a  public  park, 
and  that  the  village  of  Greenbush,  as  the  trustees,  and  the 
people  as  the  cestuis  que  trusty  will  be  absolutely  deprived  of 
all  benefit  in  and  use  of  the  property  ;  and  the  possession  of 
the  railroad  corporation  will  be  exclusive  as  of  property  taken 
under  the  act  from  private  individuals."    As,  therefore,  the 
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two  usee  of  the  property  woald  be  wholly  inconsiBtent,  and 
could  not  stand  together,  bat  that  of  the  railroad  must  be 
exclusive,  and  the  general  statute  under  which  the  raiboad 
company  sought  to  exercise  the  power  of  taking  the  property 
did  not  confer  that  power  in  such  a  case  in  express  terms, 
the  court  held  that  it  could  not  be  implied,  especially  as  the 
powers  expressly  conferred  on  the  railroad  company  could 
well  be  exercised  without  the  appropriation  of  property 
actually  held  and  used  for  another  public  use. 

It  was  also  held  that,  inasmuch  as  the  power  conferred  upon 
railroad  companies  to  acquire  title  to  real  estate  by  proceed- 
ings under  the  act,  is  limited  (with  some  specified  exceptions 
which  do  not  affect  this  question)  to  those  lands  for  the  pur- 
chase of  which  they  have  been  unable  to  agree  with  the 
owners,  and  as  the  park  was  not  held  or  owned  by  the  village 
of  Green  bush  as  its  absolute  property,  but  upon  special  trust 
and  for  the  public  use,  and  could  not  be  sold  or  disposed  of 
by  the  village  or  in  any  manner  diverted  by  it  from  the  use 
to  which  it  was  dedicated,  nor  be  the  subject  of  any  negotia- 
tion for  that  purpose,  therefore  the  railroad  company  could 
not  acquire  it  under  the  provision  of  the  act. 

The  reasoning  and  conclusions  of  the  court  in  that  case  are 
alike  satisfactory,  and  the  doctrine  it  maintains  is  entirely  in 
harmony  with  the  principles  and  conclusions  which  govern 
my  decision  of  this  case.  For  in  this  case  the  use  of  the 
property  to  be  taken,  and  now  possessed  by  the  railroad  com- 
pany, will  not  be  exclusive  in  the  city,  but  may  be  continued 
by  the  railroad  company,  though  in  a  different  mode.  And 
without  the  exercise  of  the  power  to  take  land,  claimed  by 
the  city  in  this  and  similar  cases,  the  works  of  local  improve- 
ment necessary  for  the  corporate  purposes  of  the  city,  and  for 
the  execution  of  which  the  power  is  expressly  conferred  by  its 
charter,  could  not  be  constructed. 

It  is  urged  by  the  counsel  for  the  railroad  companies  that 
inasmuch  as  the  charter  of  the  city  provides  that  the  fee  of 
the  lands  taken  by  this  proceeding  shall  vest  in  the  city,  the 
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railroad  companies  will  be  deprived  of  all  property  and  inter- 
est in  the  lands  taken  from  them,  and  of  all  right  thereafter 
to  use  or  occupy  them,  and  will  therefore  be  left,  in  their 
most  important  interests,  entirely  at  the  mercy  of  the  dty 
authorities,  who  may  at  any  time  wholly  debar  them  from 
the  lands  taken.  I  do  not  so  understand  the  effect  of  these 
proceedings,  or  that  the  proper  construction  of  the  provision 
of  the-city  charter  referred  to,  can  give  to  the  city  any  such 
right.  Though  the  lands  of  the  railroad  company  are  held 
for  the  benefit  and  emolument  of  their  corporators,  and  are, 
in  that  sense  and  to  that  extent  private  property,  so  as  to 
entitle  the  companies  to  indemnity  for  any  loss  or  injury  they 
may  sustain  from  an  appropriation  of  their  lands  by  the  city ; 
yet  all  their  lands  are,  as  we  have  already  seen,  expressly 
declared  by  statute  to  be  acquired  and  held  for  public  use. 
And  the  city  also  takes  the  lands  which  it  acquires  in  proceed- 
ings like  this  solely  for  the  public  use,  and  the  fee  with  which 
it  becomes  vested  is  simply  that  of  a  trustee  holding  for  such 
use.  It  creates  no  private  or  exclusive  right  or  property  in 
the  city  corporation,  as  against  the  public.  And  its  right  to 
take  these  lands  already  held,  for  any  other  public  use,  rests 
upon  the  cqpclusion  that  the  two  uses  are  entirely  consistent, 
and  may  well  stand  together.  So  that  though  the  public  may 
use  the  lands  for  the  contemplated  canal,  yet  their  use  of  the 
same  lands  for  railroad  purposes  will  not  be  essentially  hin- 
dered or  disturbed. 

It  was  suggested  by  the  city  attorney,  on  the  argument, 
that  the  power  to  lay  out  and  construct  the  canal  in  question 
through  the  lands  of  the  railroad  companies,  may  be  found  in 
jthe  provisions  of  chapter  62  of  the  Laws  of  1853,  by  which 
it  is  made  lawful  for  the  authorities  of  any  city,  village  or  town 
in  this  state  who  are  by  law  empowered  to  lay  out  streets  and 
highways,  to  lay  out  any  street  or  highway  across  the  track 
of  any  railroad,  without  compensation  to  the  corporation  own- 
ing such  railroad.  Doubtless  a  canal  is  a  highway  in  the 
broadest  and  most  comprehensive  sense  of  that  term.    But  I 
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do  not  think  that  the  act  referred  to  was  intended  to  be  applied 
to  water-ways,  or  to  other  streets  or  highways  than  those  con- 
structed for  the  ordinary  purposes  of  land  carriage  and  travel. 
And  I  prefer  to  rest  the  power  of  the  city  to  construct  the 
canal  in  question  upon  the  provisions  of  its  own  charter,  and 
the  application  thereto  of  the  principles  I  have  laid  down  in 
the  consideration  of  this  case. 

In  conclusion,  I  ought,  perhaps,  to  say  that  whether  it  is 
necessary  or  wise  to  construct  the  canal  contemplated  by  those 
proceedings ;  vrhether  it  will  accomplish  the  purposes  designed, 
and  whether  its  value  as  a  public  improvement  will  be  com- 
mensurate with  the  very  large  expense  to  be  incurred,  are 
questions  with  which  this  court  has  nothing  to  do,  and  which 
I  have  purposely  refrained  from  considering.  The  power  to 
determine  them  is  conferred  by  law  upon  the  common  council, 
and  the  decision  of  that  body  is  final  and  conclusive. 

The  motion  for  the  appointment  of  commissioners  is  granted, 
and  Messrs.  William  A.  Bird,  Edward  L.  Stevens  and  Charles 
D.  Marshall  are  appointed  such  commissioners.  i 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Maboarbt  Lloyd  and  others  agt.  John  Van  Antwerp  and 

others. 

Oofuiruction  cf  a  vniM, 

This  action  was  brought  for  the  construction  of  the  will  of  the  testator, 
John  C.  Lloyd.  The  fourth  clause  of  the  will,  which  is  the  principal 
one  considered,  reads  as  follows : 

"Fourth.  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  wife,  Jane  Lloyd,  the  interest,  income 
and  profit  of  thirty  thousand  ($30,000)  dollars  during  her  natural  life, 
payable  semi-annually,  the  principal  to  be  invested  by  my  executors 
according  to  the  best  of  their  understanding.  After  the  death  of  Jane 
the  principal  to  be  divided  as  follows,-  viz. :  to  my  brother  Alexander  C. 
Lloyd,  and  my  sisters  Eliza  Ebwe  and  Margaret  Robinson,  five  thou- 
sand ($5,000)  each  — the  balance  to  be  equally  divided  in  equal  propor- 
tions between  my  nephews  and  nieces,  children  of  my  late  brother  James 
Lloyd,  and  my  brother  Alexander  C.  Lloyd  and  also  my  sisters  Eliza 
Howe  and  Margaret  Robinson  that  may  be  living  at  the  death  of  my 
wife  Jane  Lloyd.  *^ 

The  question  to  be  determined  was:  When  did  the  ownership  of  the  princi- 
pal sum  of  $5,000,  bequeathed  to  his  brother  and  each  of  his  sisters, 
vest,  immediately  or  upon  the  death  of  the  widow  ?  If  immediately, 
the  shares  of  the  legatees  who  died  before  the  widow  would  not  go  to 
the  survivors;  if  it  did  not  vest  until  the  death  of  the  widow,  then  the 
survivors  would  take. 

BMy  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  was  that  the  ownership  should  vest 
immediately — and  this  intention  was  gathered  from  other  parts  of  the 
will  as  well  as  from  the  fourth  clause,  where  it  very  satisfactorily  appeared 
by  the  direction,  that  **  after  the  death  of  Jane  the  principal  to  be  divided 
as  follows:  '* —  to  his  brother  and  two  sisters  each  $5,000.  When  in  the 
dispomtion  of  the  balance  of  the  $80,000,  the  direction  was  that  it  be 
equally  divided  between  the  nephews  and  nieces,  children  of  his  brothers 
and  siBters  "  ihait  may  be  living  at  the  death  of  nwy  toife^  Jane  LtoydJ*^ 

Thia  construction  results  afr follows:  First.  Margaret  Lloyd  as  the  devisee 
of  her  husband  is  entitled  to  the  sum  of  $5,000,  bequeathed  to  such  hub- 
band  Alexander  C.  Lloydc  Second,  The  defendant  Eliza  Howe  is  entitled 
Vol.  L  n 
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to  the  sum  of  $5,000,  specifically  bequeathed  to  her.  Tldrd,  Margaret 
Robinson  having  died  childless  and  intestate  before  the  widow  and  leav- 
ing a  husband,  the  $5,000  bequeathed  to  her  goes  to  such  husband. 

Fov/rth.  The  remainder  of  the  $80,000  is  to  be  distributed  and  divided 
equally  among  the  children  of  James  Lloyd  (the  plaintiff^  Alexander 
Lloyd  and  Daniel  Lloyd)  and  his  sister  Eliza  Howe.  They  being  the 
only  parties  to  whom  this  bequest  was  made  who  were  living  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  Jane  Lloyd;  and  among  such  only  as  were  then  living 
could  the  distribution  be  made.  Each  of  these  parties,  the  two  nephews 
and  the  sister,  take  an  equal  one-third  part  thereof,  as  the  division  is  to 
be  "  in  equal  proportions."  * 

The  seventh  clause  of  the  will  is  identical  in  its  terms  with  the  fourth 
clause.  It  sets  apart  $10,000  to  be  invested  by  the  executors,  who  are 
to  pay  the  income  thereof,  semi-annually,  to  Margaret  Robinson,  and  at 
her  death  the  principal  is  to  be  divided  "  equally  in  equal  proportions 
between  my  brother  Alexander  C.  Lloyd,  my  sister  Eliza  Howe,  my  wife, 
Jane  Lloyd,  and  my  adopted  daughter,  Anna  Lloyd. "  The  same  reason- 
ing given  in  the  construction  of  the  fourth  clause  applies  to  this;  conse- 
quently each  of  the  four  legatees,  on  the  death  of  Margaret  Robinson, 
took  one  quarter  ($2,500)  each,  which  was  vested  in  them  as  owners 
from  the  death  of  the  testator. 

AVbany  Special  Term^  Jvly^  1875. 

AanoN  to  construe  a  will. 

Ira  Harris^  for  plaintiflfs. 

Mr.  ArnonXy  for  Howe  and  children. 

Thomas  B.  Morrow^  for  Samuel  Robinson. 

Westbeook,  J.  —  The  testator,  John  C.  Lloyd,  whose  will 
this  action  is  brought  to  construe,  died  in  the  year  1863, 
leaving  him  surviving  a  widow,  Jane,  a  brother,  Alexander 
C.  Lloyd,  two  sisters,  Margaret  Robinson  and  Eliza  Howe, 

*  Note. — JR  wevM  that  this  balance  or  remainder  ($16,000)  was  bequeathed 
by  the  testator  specifically  to  his  nephews  and  nieces,  children  of  his  brothers 
and  sisters,  and  that  no  part  of  it  was  intended  to  go  to  his  brothers  or 
sisters.  If  so,  the  four  children  of  Eliza  Howe  and  the  two  children 
of  James  Lloyd,  which  were  the  only  nephews  and  nieces  living  at  the 
death  of  the  widow,  Jane  Lloyd,  took  the  whole  of  this  fhnd  divided  equally 
between  them — making  six  equal  parts  instead  of  three.  —  [Rep. 
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two  nephews,  Alexander  Lloyd  and  Daniel  Lloyd,  the  sons  of 
a  deceased  brother,  and  an  adopted  daughter,  Anna  Lloyd. 

Alexander  0.  Lloyd,  the  brother  of  the  testator,  died  child- 
less in  1865,  and  by  his  will  gave  all  of  his  property  to  ^is 
widow,  Margaret  Lloyd,  the  plaintiff. 

Margaret  Robinson,  the  sister  of  the  testator,  died  in  1870, 
childless  and  intestate,  leaving  her  surviving  her  husband, 
Samuel  Bobinson,  one  of  the  defendants,  who  has  adminis- 
tered upon  her  estate. 

Eliza  Howe,  the  other  sister  of  the  testator,  is  living  and 
has  four  children  who  are  also  living  and  are  of  full  age. 

Anna  Lloyd,  the  adopted  daughter,  is  living,  married,  and 
has  children  who  are  minors. 

The  two  children  of  the  deceased  brother,  James,  Alexan- 
der Lloyd  and  Daniel  Lloyd,  are  living,  and  with  the  widow 
of  Alexander  C.  Lloyd  are  plaintiffs  in  this  suit. 

The  first  clause  in  the  will  which  is  to  be  construed  reads 
as  follows :  "  Fourth.  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  wife  Jane 
Lloyd,  the  interest,  income  and  profit  of  thirty  thousand 
(30,000)  dollars,  during  her  natural  life,  payable  semi-annu- 
ally, the  principal  to  be  invested  by  my  executors  according 
to  the  best  of  their  understanding.  After  the  death  of  Jane 
the  principal  to  be  divided  as  follows,  viz. :  to  my  brother 
Alexander  C.  Lloyd,  and  my  sisters  Eliza  Howe  and  Marga- 
ret Robinson,  five  thousand  (5,000)  dollars  each ;  the  balance 
to  be  equally  divided  in  equal  proportions  between  my 
nephews  and  nieces,  children  of  my  late  brother  James 
Lloyd  and  my  brother  Alexander  C.  Lloyd,  also,  my  sisters 
Eliza  Howe  and  Margaret  Robinson,  that  may  be  living  at 
the  death  of  my  wife,  Jane  Lloyd." 

The  question  to  be  determined  in  the  construction  of  this 
clause  is,  when  did  the  ownership  of  the  principal  sum  of 
$5,000,  bequeathed  to  his  brother  and  each  of  his  sisters,  vest, 
immediately,  or  upon  the  death  of  the  widow.  If  immedi- 
ately, and  the  time  of  payment  and  division  was  only  post- 
poned until  after  the  death  of  the  widow,  then  the  shares  of 
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the  legatees  who  died  before  the  widow,  did  not  go  to  the 
survivors.  If,  on  the  other  hand  the  ownership  vested  only 
upon  the  death  of  the  widow,  then  the  share  of  any  who  died 
before  such  widow,  went  to  the  survivor  {Hays  agt.  Oov/rley^ 
vol.  8  Sup.  Court  Reports^  hy  Hun^  po^^  38). 

In  the  determination  of  this  question  effect  must  be  given 
to  the  intention  of  the  testator  {Hoppook  agt.  Tucker^  3  N. 
T.  Sup.  Court  Report9j  hy  Thompson  cfe  Cooke^  page  663). 
That  the  intention  was  that  the  ownership  should  vest  imme- 
diately, and  the  time  of  payment  was  merely  postponed,  is 
obvious  from  these  considerations. 

First.  There  are  no  express  words  of  gift  contained  in  the 
clause.  It  is  hardly  to  be  supposed  that  the  testator  intended 
that  there  should  be  an  intervening  period  of  time  between 
his  death  and  that  of' his  widow,  who  was  to  enjoy  the 
income,  during  which  the  principal  sum  had  no  owner.  The 
whole  amount  was  to  be  invested  by  the  executors,  for  whom  ? 
Was  it  not  manifestly  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  who  was 
to  enjoy  the  income,  and  also  for  the  benefit  of  those  among 
whom  it  was  to  be  divided  after  her  death  ?  It  is  evident  he 
so  thought,  for  he  speaks  of  a  division  after  her  death. 
Among  whom  was  that  to  be  made  f  Was  it  not  among 
those  who  owned  it?  And,  unless  we  are  to  understand  him 
as  supposing  he  had  already  given  the  ownership,  would  he 
have  spoken  of  a  division  only  ? 

Secondly.  If  he  intended  not  to  make  a  present  bequest, 
but  on  the  contrary,  intended  either  of  the  sums  of  $5,000 
to  go  to  the  survivors  of  those  who  died  before  the  widow, 
why  does  he  not  expressly  so  provide,  as  he  does  in  the  case 
of  the  remainder  of  such  principal  sura  of  $30,000?  Of  that 
he  says:  "  The  balance  to  be  equally  divided  in  equal  propor- 
tions between  my  nephews  and  nieces,  children  of  my  late 
brother  James  Lloyd,  and  my  brother  Alexander  0.  Lloyd, 
also  my  sister  Eliza  Howe  and  Margaret  Robinson,  that  may 
he  living  at  the  death  of  my  vnfe^  Jane  LioydP 

My  construction  of  this  dause  then  is :  First.  Margaret 
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Lloyd,  as  the  devisee  of  her  hasband,  is  entitled  to  the  sum  of 
$5,000  bequeathed  to  such  husband,  Alexander  0.  Lloyd. 

Second.  That  the  defendant  Eliza  Howe  is  entitled  to  the 
sum  of  $5,000,  specifically  bequeathed  to  her. 

Third.  Margaret  Kobinson  having  died  childless  and  intes- 
tate before  the  widow,  and  leaving  a  husband,  the  $5,000 
bequeathed  to  her  goes  to  such  husband,  Samuel  Robinson 
(47  N.  r.,  351). 

Fourth.  The  remainder  of  the  $30,000  is  to  be  distributed 
and  divided  equally  among  the  children  of  James  Lloyd  (the 
plaintiffii  Alexander  Lloyd  and  Daniel  Lloyd),  and  his  sister, 
Eliza  Howe.  They  were  the  only  pai-ties  to  whom  this 
bequest  was  made,  who  were  living  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  James  Lloyd,  and  among  such  only  as  were  then  living 
could  the  distribution  be  made.  Each  of  these  parties,  the 
two  nephews  and  the  sister,  take  an  equal  one-third  part 
thereof,  as  the  division  is  to  be  "  in  equal  proportions." 

The  fifth  clause  of  the  will,  which  makes  provision  for  Anna 
Lloyd,  the  adopted  daughter,  and  her  children,  it  is  scarcely 
necessary  to  examine.  Her  children  are  necessary  parties  to 
an  adjudication  thereon,  and  they  have  not  been  made  such. 
As  no  decision  to  be  made  in  the  cause  could  bind  them,  the 
discussion  of  this  portion  is  useless,  and  will  not  be  attempted. 

The  sixth  clause  of  the  will  is  too  plain  for  any  examina- 
tion. It  sets  apart  $10,000  for  the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Eliza 
Howe,  wife  of  Silas  B.  Howe,  and  her  children.  The  former 
has  the  income  of  that  sum  during  life,  payable  semi-annually, 
and  the  latter  take  the  principal  upon  her  death. 

I'he  seventh  clause  of  the  will  is  identical,  in  its  terms, 
with  that  portion  of  the  fourth  clause  which  has  been  hereto- 
fore examined.  It  sets  apart  $10,000  to  be  invested  by  the 
executors,  who  are  to  pay  the  income  thereof,  semi-anually, 
to  Margaret  Robinson,  and  at  her  death  the  principal  is  to  be 
divided  "  equally,  in  equal  proportions,  between  my  brother, 
Alexander  C.  Lloyd,  my  sister,  Eliza  Howe,  my  wife,  Jane 
Lloyd,  and  my  adopted  daughter,  Anna  Lloyd." 
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The  same  reasoning  which  induced  us  to  give  the  constrac- 
tion  to  the  fourth  clause,  which  has  been  indicated,  applies 
here.  In  the  mind  of  the  testator,  the  executors  were  mere 
custodians,  or  trustees  of  the  fund,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
parties  interested,  the  one  who  was  to  enjoy  the  income  dur- 
ing life,  and  those  among  whom  the  principal  was  to  be 
divided  6n  the  death  of  the  person  who  was  to  have  the 
income  during  life.  They  became  the  owners  on  the  death  of 
the  testator,  and  the  time  of  division  was  only  postponed. 
The  employment  of  the  word  ^^dwided^^  evidently  contem- 
plates such  ownership,  and  as  that  had  not  been  expressly 
declared  when  the  word  was  used,  we  infer  that  he  regarded 
the  investment  as  made  for  their  benefit.  In  the  fourth 
clause,  where  the  testator  intended  that  the  legacy  to  those 
named,  who  died  before  the  person  who  was  to  enjoy  the 
life  income,  should  lapse,  he  so  expressly  declared  by  adding 
the  words,  "  that  may  be  living  at  the  death  of  my  wife,  Jane 
Lloyd."  It  is  fair  to  argue  that  the  same  clause  would  have 
been  added  here  had  he  so  intended. 

The  construction  of  this  (the  seventh)  clause,  as  well  as  of 
the  fourth,  is  very  much  helped  by  the  consideration  of  an 
expression  contained  in  the  former  "  my  wife,  Jane  Uoyd," 
named  as  one  of  the  parties  who  is  to  take  a  portion  of 
the  $10,000,  upon  the  death  of  the  sister,  Margaret  Bobinson* 
It  shows  that  the  testator  had  in  mind  the  possibility  of  the 
death  of  the  sister,  Margaret,  before  that  of  his  widow. 
Thus  thinking,  when  in  the  fourth  clause,  after  the  death  of 
his  widow,  he  expressly  directs  $15,000  of  the  principal  sum 
of  $30,000,  the  income  of  which  was  to  be  enjoyed  by  the 
widow  during  life,  "  to  be  divided,"  equally,  between  his 
brother,  Alexander  C.  Lloyd,  and  his  sisters,  Eliza  Howe  and 
Margaret  Robinson,  why  did  he  not  expressly  declare  the  sur- 
vivor, or  survivors  only,  of  the  widow  should  have  the  whole, 
if  he  so  intended,  as  he  did  iu  the  same  clause  in  regard  to 
the  division  of  the  remaining  one-half  of  the  said  $30,000 1 
This  view  strengthens  and  confirms  our  construction  of  botji 
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these  danses  (the  fourth  and  seventh).  When  the  testator 
intended  the  legacy  bequeathed  should  lapse,  in  case  the 
legatee  died  before  the  party  who  had  the  life  income,  he  left 
no  doubt  of  such  intention  by  declaring  the  survivor  or  sur- 
vivors should  take  the  whole.  In  the  same  clause  (the  fourth), 
of  the  will,  $15,000  is  .to  be  divided  among  parties  named, 
without  any  declaration  that,  in  oase  of  death,  the  survivor 
should  take  the  whole,  and  he  did  so  when  another  clause  in 
the  same  will  shows  that  he  contemplated  the  death  of  one 
prior  to  such  division  as  a  possible  event ;  and  then,  in  that 
identical  (fourth)  clause,  he  bequeaths  another  $15,000  to 
certain  parties,  and  then  provides  that  those  living  at  the 
time  of  the  distribution  alone  shall  take.  Was  this  distinc- 
tion in  the  same  clause  without  a  meaning  ?  An  answer  in 
the  affirmative  makes  the  use  of  the  words,  ^^  that  may  be 
living  at  the  death  of  my  wife,  Jane  Lloyd,"  useless  and 
unnecessary. 

As  the  seventh  clause  of  the  will,  then,  does  not  declare 
that  the  $10,000,  of  which  Margaret  Robinson  was  to  have 
the  income  during  life,  should  go  only  to  such  of  the  legatees 
of  the  principal  as  should  be  living  upon  the  death  of  Marga- 
ret, it  was  designed  to  be  a  devise  to  each  immediately  upon 
the  death  of  the  testator,  the  distribution  to  take  place  after 
the  death  of  Margaret.  The  whole  $10,000  is  to  be  divided 
equally  between  Margaret  Lloyd,  the  plaintiff,  as  devisee  of 
her  husband,  Alexander  0.  Lloyd,  Eliza  Howe,  wife  of  Silas 
B.  Howe,  the  next  of  kin,  or  devisees  of  the  widow,  Jane 
Lloyd,  who  will  take  only  the  share  of  such  widow,  and  the 
adopted  daughter  of  the  testator,  Anna  Lloyd.  In  other  words, 
the  plaintiff,  Margaret  Lloyd,  takes  one-quarter,  £liza  Howe 
one-quarter,  the  next  of  kin  or  devisees  of  the  widow,  Jane 
Uoyd,  another  quarter,  and  the  adopted  daughter,  Anna,  the 
remaining  quarter. 

A  decree  will  be  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  views 
herein  expressed. 
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NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

« 
Thb  New  Yobk  Lifb  Insubanoe  Company  agt.  Glass  and 

others. 

AppoinimerU  of  receiner  <m  faredosy^e  of  flnt  mortgage  — mcand  mortgagee 

being  in  poeeeseion. 

Where  the  subsequent  or  second  mortgagee  forecloses  and  buys  in  the 
premises  for  less  than  the  amoimt  of  his  mortgage  and  takes  posession 
as  purchaser,  he  is  not  compelled  to  account  to  the  prior  or  first  mort- 
gagee for  the  rents  as  he  would  be  if  he  was  in  possession  as  mortgagee 
only. 

Therefore,  where  the  premises  are  of  doubtful  security  for  the  first  mort- 
gage, the  first  mortgagee  may  have  a  receiver  appointed  and  he  will  be 
required  to  account  to  the  purchaser  for  any  balance  after  the  first 
mortgage  is  satisfied. 

Special  Term^  A%tgvst^  1875. 

Application  by  plaintiffs,  who  hold  the  first  mortgage  on 
the  premises,  for  the  appointment  of  a  VQe&iwer  pendente  lite 
for  the  foreclosure  of  their  mortgage. 

The  defendant  Lee,  who  held  a  subseqaent  mortgage  on 
part  of  the  premises,  is  now  in  possession  of  that  part,  having 
foreclosed  his  mortgage  and  bought  in  the  premises.  The 
other  portion  of  the  premises  is  in  possession  of  Miss  Craske 
(not  a  partj  to  this  action,  nor  a  tenant  of  mortgagor),  a 
purchaser  of  the  premises,  and  holds  a  deed  which  she  claims 
was  executed  and  delivered,  but  not  recorded  prior  to  the 
conmiencement  of  this  action. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J.  —  As  to  the  portion  of  the  premises  occu- 
pied by  Miss  Craske,  the  motion  for   a  receiver  must  be 
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denied,  as  she  is  not  a  party  to  the  action,  nor  a  tenant  of  the 
mortgagor,  but  a  purchaser  by  deed  from  one  Elliot,  who 
purchased  from  one  Benton,  who  purchased  from  the  mort- 
gagor Glass  {See  Insurance  Co.  agt.  StebbinSy  8  Paige^  560). 
As  to  the  poxtion  of  the  premises  occupied  by  defendant  Lee, 
the  latter  contends  that  he  is  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  is 
perfectly  responsible,  and  that  a  receiver  cannot  be  appointed 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises  while  his  mortgage 
debt  remains  unsatisfied.  The  counsel  states  the  rule 
correctly  as  laid  down  in  the  authorities  (1  HiUwrd  on 
Mort.j  477  \Zd  ed.]  ;  Bea^  agt  Moore^  1  Jac.  cfe  TToZ.,  552 ; 
Jaines  agt.  Brickfordj  13  Veset/y  377 ;  BoUee  agt.  Duffy  45 
How.  P.  B.y  483 ;  Qumn  agt.  BriUon,  3  Mw.  Ch.y  314 ; 
Patten  agt.  Ac.  Trans.  Co.y  4  Ahb.y  235).  The  rule  is 
applied  where  the  mortgagee  in  possession  is  the  first  mort- 
gagee whose  claim  is  unsatisfied  and  the  parties  applying  for 
the  receiver  hold  liens  subsequent  to  his  mortgage.  But  I 
know  of  no  case  where  the  rule  has  been  applied  against  the 
holder  of  the  prior  mortgage  and  in  favor  of  a  subsequent 
mortgagee,  if  there  be  doubt  as  to  the  mortgaged  premises 
being  adequate  security  for  the  first  mortgage,  interest  on  it 
and  taxes.  The  subsequent  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  a 
receiver  if  the  first  mortgagee  be  not  in  possession,  but  with- 
out prejudice  to  the  latter  taking  possession ;  but  if  the  first 
mortgagee  be  in  possession,  the  second  mortgagee  must 
redeem  (I  Joe.  <&  WaXkeTy  647,  mpra).  In  this  case  the  sub- 
sequent mortgagee  foreclosed  and  bought  in  the  premises. 
The  premises  did  not  bring  the  amount  of  his  mortgage.  He 
claims  the  right  to  remaia  in  possession  until  his  debt  is 
satisfied.  But  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  his  position  differs 
from  what  it  would  have  been  if  he  were  in  possession  as  mort- 
gagee only  and  not  as  purchaser.  In  the  former  case  he 
would  be  compelled  to  account  for  what  he  received  in  excess 
of  his  mortgage  and  interest,  but  I  am  not  aware  that  as 
purchaser  on  the  foreclosure  he  could  be  compelled  to  account 
to  the  prior  mortgagee  for  the  rent.  That  being  the  case, 
Vol.  L  12 
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the  prior  mortgagee  should  have  a  receiver  appointed,  and 
he  will  have  to  account  to  the  purchaser  for  any  balance 
after  the  first  mortgage  is  satisfied.  Further  proof  as  to  the 
value  of  the  premises  will  be  required  before  I  feel  justified 
in  ordering  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  and  this  motion 
will  be  held  open  for  such  proofs,  to  be  furnished  within  ten 
days  from  date,  August  10, 1875. 
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NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

John  Ryan  agt.  Thb  Mayob,  Aldbbmen  and  Commonalty 

OF  THB  City  of  New  Tobk. 

Baiary  cf  attendant  and  messenffer  qf  the  mperiar  court — appointment  by 

supervieors. 

The  board  of  snpenrisors  for  the  county  of  New  York,  by  the  act  of  1868, 
were  prohibited  from  appointing  an  **  attendant  and  messenger  "  for  this 
court  in  February,  1869,  with  a  salary  different  from  ordinary  attend- 
ants, as  it  was  a  new  position  specially  created  by  them  for  the  appointee, 
as  that  office  did  not  exist  prior  to  tliat  time. 

Although  the  plahitiff  (the  appointee)  was  not  legally  appointed  by  the 
board  of  supervisors,  he  was,  nevertheless,  an  officer  of  the  court  and 
entitled  to  his  salary  claimed,  on  the  ground  of  an  adoption  and  ratifi- 
cation of  his  appointment  by  the  court  and  the  rendition  of  services  in 
pursuance  thereof. 

Special  Term^  November j  1876. 

This  action  was  bronght  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  his 
salary  as  attendant  and  messenger  of  the  superior  court  for 
the  months  of  September,  October,  November,  and  Decem- 
ber, 1871.  The  amended  complaint  alleged,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  appointed  such  attendant  and  messenger  in  February, 
1869,  by  the  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  of  New 
York,  under  section  28  of  the  Code,  at  a  yearly  salary  of 
$1,000,  and  that  he  performed  his  duties  as  such  under  and 
by  the  direction  of  the  several  judges  of  said  court,  who 
recognized  and  employed  him  in  and  about  said  court,  as  such 
attendant,  up  to  or  about  the  ISth  day  of  June,  1874. 

The  defendants,  by  answer,  set  up  as  a  distinct  and  sepa- 
rate defense : 
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That  in  February,  1869,  the  board  of  snpervisors  had  no 
power,  authority,  or  jurisdiction  to  appoint  the  plaintiff  to 
the  office  of  messenger  or  attendant,  as  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint. That  the  said  office  of  the  plaintiff  had  not  thereto- 
fore existed ;  and,  pursuant  to  section  4  of  chapter  854,  of 
the  Laws  of  1868,  the  said  board  of  supervisors  were  prohibited 
from  creating  the  same. 

To  this  defense  plaintiff  demurred  for  insufficiency. 


-,  for  plaintiff. 
-,  for  defendants. 


Fbbedman,  J.  — Prior  to  1869,  the  office  to  which  plaintiff 
was  appointed  did  not  exist.  There  were  attendants  on  the 
court,  commonly  designated  as  officers  of  the  court,  but  the 
office  of  "  attendant  and  messenger,"  by  which  title  plaintiff's 
office  was  sought  to  be  distinguished  from  the  office  of  a  gen- ' 
eral  attendant  or  officer,  was  not  known. 

Section  28  of  the  Code  (|)eing  section  31  of  1848),  provides 
that  the  supervisors  of  the  several  counties  shall  provide  the 
courts  appointed  to  be  held  therein,  among  other  things,  with 
attendants  suitable  and  sufficient  for  the  transaction  of  their 
business. 

By  section  51  of  the  Code,  which  was  added  in  1849,  the 
twenty-eighth  section  was  made  applicable  to  the  superior 
court. 

By  chapter  529  of  the  Laws  of  1853,  it  was,  among  other 
things,  provided  that  the  superior  court  should  appoint  the 
officers  necessary  to  attend  said  court,  and  that  their  salaries 
should  be  fixed  by  the  board  of  supervisors,  and  paid  out  of 
the  city  treasury. 

The  last  named  act  seems  to  have  repealed,  by  necessary 
implication,  the  power  of  appointment  previously  lodged  in 
the  board  of  supervisors,  unless  a  distinction  can  be  drawn 
between  the  terms  "  attendants  "  and  "  officers,"  as  used  in 
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said  acts,  wlucfa,  however,  I  have  never  known  to  exist  in 
point  of  fact. 

But  even  if  both  acts  conld  be  upheld  as  cumalative,  and 
not  inconsistent  grants  of  powers,  then  the  board  of  supervis- 
ors were  dearly  prohibited  from  qreating  the  office  in  question 
by  section  4  of  chapter  854  of  the  Laws  of  1868,  because 
plaintiff  was  not  appointed  by  them  as  a  general  attendant 
on  the  court,  but  as  an  ^'  attendant  and  messenger,"  with  a 
salary  different  from  the  one  paid  to  the  ordinary  attendants. 
He  was,  therefore,  appointed  to  a  position  specially  created 
or  him  by  the  board  of  supervisors.  This  was  expressly 
prohibited  by  the  act  last  referred  to,  which  constituted  the 
county  tax  levy  for  the  year  1868.  .  Similar  provisions  have, 
on  several  occasions,  been  the  subject  of  judicial  review,  and 
have  been  held  not  to  be  obnoxious  to  any  constitutional 
objection.  The  act  in  question  was  passed  to  provide  for  the 
raising  and  disbursing  of  moneys  required  for  carrying  on  the 
government  of  the  county  of  New  York,  and  the  restriction 
upon  the  creation  of  new  offices,  and  the  increasing  of  sala- 
ries was  a  subject  within  both  its  scope  and  title. 

I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  an  officer  within 
the  meaning  of  the  said  prohibitory  clause.  The  meaning  of 
the  words  "office"  and  "officer"  necessarily  varies  with  its 
use  in  different  statutes,  and  to  determine  it  correctly  in  a 
particular  instance,  regard  must  be  had  to  the  intention  of 
the  act,  and  the  subject-matter  in  respect  to  which  the  terms 
are  used.  In  the  present  case,  the  word  "  office "  is  to  be 
construed  in  its  ordinary  and  familiar  signification,  as  in  gen- 
eral and  popular  use,  the  intention  of  the  act  evidently  being 
to  prohibit  the  board  of  supervisors  from  creating  any  new 
position  with  a  regular  yearly  salary  attached  to  it. 

These  views  do  not  conflict  with  the  doctrines  laid  down  in 
Lamdon  Agt.  The  Mayor  and  Jarvis  agt.  The  Mayor.  In  these 
cases,  it  was  held  that  clerks  and  other  officers  of  courts 
appointed  by  such  courts  under  special  statutes,  were  not  city 
or  county  officers  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  these 
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terms,  as  used  in  certain  local  acts  pertaining  solely  to  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York,  and  conferring  upon  certain 
officers  of  the  municipality  the  power  to  regulate  the  salaries 
of  the  officers  of  the  local  government.  These  decisions  pro- 
ceeded upon  the  ground  that  the  courts  of  record  therein 
referred  to  do  not  constitute  part  of  the  local  government  of 
the  city  and  county  of  New  York.  A  prohibition,  "however, 
upon  the  local  government,  contained  in  an  act  pertaining 
exclusively  to  matters  connected  with  such  local  government, 
against  the  creation  of  a  new  office  by  its  own  act,  without 
the  requisition  or  solicitation,  though,  perhaps,  for  the  conven- 
ience, of  said  courts,  rests  upon  an  entirely  difiEerent  foot- 
ing, and  is  not  objectionable  on  any  of  the  grounds  which 
constitute  the  basis  of  the  decisions  referred  to. 

K,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  had  continued  to  rest  his  case 
solely  and  exclusively  upon  his  appointment  by  the  board  of 
supervisors,  as  he  did  in  his  original  complaint,  his  demurrer 
to  the  defense  now  under  consideration  would  have  to  be 
overruled.  But,  by  his  amended  complaint,  he  set  up,  in 
addition,  an  adoption  and  ratification  of  his  appointment  by 
the  court,  and  the  rendition  of  services  in  pursuance  thereof. 
These  facts,  when  proved  or  conceded,  are  sufficient,  under 
the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Bremfian  agt.  The 
Mayor,  cfec,  to  authorize  and  sustain  a  recovery.  The  answer, 
by  not  denying  them  or  putting  them  in  issue,  admits  them. 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  naked  plea  of  want  of  author- 
ity in  the  board  of  supervisors  to  make  the  appointment  is 
insufficient  in  law  to  constitute  a  defense. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  demurrer,  but 
defendants  may  have  leave  to  amend  their  answer  on  pay- 
ment of  costs. 
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NEW  TOEK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Fellows  agt  Cook. 

M<ftk»iU>wieaUoTda'ofafrre9t~-acti^  uponjudgmerU  rend&red  fi^  debt  in 

another  tkUe, 

In  an  action  upon  contract  between  principals  and  agent  and  judgment 
rendered  for  debt  against  the  agent  in  another  state,  the  plaintifib  are 
entitled  to  an  order  of  arrest  against  the  defendant  where  the  moneys, 
for  which  the  action  was  brought,  were  received  by  him  in  a  fiduciary 
ci4)aoi^  in  an  action  brought  here  upon  their  judgment 

Special  Term,  August^  1876. 

TmB  was  a  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest  against 
the  defendant,  argued  in  this  court.  The  facts  appear  in  full 
in  the  following  opinion. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J.  —  The  defendant  was  the  agent  of  John  T. 
Seymour  &  Co.  for  the  purpose  of  making  collections  of 
debts  due  the'firm.  On  October  15th,  1874,  the  firm  made  a 
g^eral  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  The  defend- 
ant afterward,  with  knowledge  of  such  assignment  (as  it  is 
allied),  and  without  authority  from  the  assignees,  made  col- 
lections amounting  to  over  $700,  from  debtors  of  the  assign- 
ors, and  refused,  on  demand  of  the  assignees,  to  pay  over  to 
them  the  moneys  so  collected.  The  assignees,  then  plain- 
tiffs, recovered  a  judgment  by  default  against  defendant,  in 
action  of  debt,-  for  the  amount  of  such  collections,  in  .the  cir- 
cuit court,  Essex  county.  New  Jersey,  on  May  8th,  1875. 
This  action  is  brought  upon  such  judgment,  and  an  order  of 
arrest  granted  against  the  defendant.  The  plaintiflGs,  by 
obtaining  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  debt,  would 
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seem  to  have  treated  him  as  their  agent,  and  to  have  ratified 
his  act  in  making  the  collections.  They  were  entitled  to  an 
order  of  arrest  against  him,  on  the  groand  that  the  moneys 
were  received  by  him  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  in  an  action 
brought  upon  their  judgment  {Atherton  agt.  Dalley^  20  How. 
Pr,  H.y  311).  The  form  of  the  action  in  New  Jersey  was 
the  proper  one  if  plaintiffs  elected  to  treat  defendant  as 
their  agent  in  making  collections ;  their  action  was  upon  con- 
tract (  Walter  agt.  Bennett^  16  N,  F.,  250),  and  the  Code,  in 
an  action  upon  such  a  contract,  between  principal  and.  agent, 
authorizes  the  arrest  of  the  agent  {Code^  sec.  179,  eiiihseo.  2). 
The  cause  of  action  in  New  Jersey  was  upon  contract,  the 
same  as  in  this  case,  upon  the  judgment  obtained  in  that 
state.  There  was  no  waiver  of  remedies  by  suing  defendai\t 
upon  the  contract  to  pay  over  the  moneys  he  had  collected ; 
and  the  question  of  election  of  remedies  does  not  apply. 
Motion  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 
John  MoAbdle  agt.  Danfobd  N.  Babnet  and  others. 

BanaocU  {fa  reeeker  appointed  on  the  dieeoluUon  of  an  expreee  company^  on 
the  ground  ofrntereet^  tfrwt  edituaiony  and  the  appointment  <fa  dmrUereeted 
and  proper  pereon  in  hie  place. 

Prior  to  the  1st  of  November,  1866,  Wells,  Fargo  &  Company  were  a  joint 
stock  association,  formed  principally  for  carrying  on  the  express  busi- 
ness, with  a  capital  stock  of  20,000  shares,  divided  into  100  shares  each. 
The  par  value  at  that  time  was  $100  per  share,  and  its  actual  market 
value  was  $285  per  share. 

On  Uie  said  1st  day  of  November,  1866,  the  then  trustees  of  said  company, 
who  are  defendants  in  this  action,  by  a  unanimous  vote  of  the  trustees, 
dissolved  the  corporation. 

Immediately,  ui)on  its  dissolution,  the  said  trustees  transferred  to  a  rival 
company,  then  known  by  the  name  of  the  Holladay  Overland  Mail  and 
Express  Company,  and  now  known,  and  a  party  to  this  action,  as  Wells, 
Fargo  &  Company,  the  name,  good-will  and  territorial  rights  and  other 
personal  property  of  the  dissolved  association,  and  received  in  payment 
therefor  (4,000,000  in  stock  (at  its  par  value)  of  the  defendant.  Wells, 
Fargo  &  Company.  Besides  the  property  thus  transferred.  Wells,  Fargo 
&  Company  held  certain  other  property  of  considerable  value,  for  the 
benefit  of  its  former  shareholders. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  action  was  the  owner,  at  the  time  of  the  dissolution 
aforesaid,  of  100  shares  of  the  stock  of  said  association  of  Wells,  Fargo 
&  Company,  and  objected  to  the  dissolution  and  sale  as  aforesaid,  at  the 
time  it  was  made. 

On  the  16th  day  of  February,  1870,  the  plaintiff  commenced  this  action, 
for  his  own  benefit  and  all  other  parties  who  were  interested  and  might 
become  i>arties  to  the  action,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  relief  on 
account  of  the  alleged  illegal  sale  to  a  rival  company,  and  to  obtain  a 
receiver  of  the  assets  of  the  dissolved  company,  who  should  distribute 
the  same  to  the  stockholders. 

In  Hay,  1871,  the  cause  was  referred  to  a  referee,  to  hear  and  decide. 
After  a  protracted  hearing  and  trial,  the  referee  made  his  report,  by 
which  he  found:  1st  That  the  action  of  the  trustees  in  dissolving  the 
Vol.  L  13 
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association  was  a  legal  exercise  of  their  powers,  and  in  all  respects  valid. 
2d.  That  it  was  the  duty  of  the  tiiistees,  upon  such  dissolution,  with  due 
diligence,  to  convert  the  assets  into  money,  and  to  distribute  the  same 
among  the  shareholders,  and  to  the  plaintiff,  at  the  rate  of  100-20,000 
thereof.  3d.  That  the  trustees,  by  reason  of  having  sold  a  portion  of 
the  assets  to  the  defendant,  Wells,  Fargo  &  Company,  at  private  sale, 
without  having  given  any  notice  thereof,  and  having  taken  stock  in  pay- 
ment therefor,  violated  their  duty  as  trustees,  and  are  liable  to  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  value  thereof.    4th.   That  the  value  of  the  assets  of  said 

• 

association  was  $285  per  share,  and  that  plaintiff^s  100  shares  therein 
were  worth  $28,500.  5th.  That  the  portion  of  the  assets  so  sold  to  the 
defendants,  Wells,  Fargo  &  Company,  were  worth  $200  on  each  share 
of  the  old  company  thus  dissolved.  6th.  Th&t  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  judgment  against  the  trustees  (naming  them)  for  $20,000,  with  interest 
from  November,  1866,  with  costs;  and  that  a  receiver  of  the  assets  of 
Wells,  Fargo  &  Company  be  appointed,  with  the  usual  powers  and  duties 
in  such  cases. 

An  application  was  subsequently  made  at  special  term  for  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver,  in  pursuance  of  this  judgment,  which  was  met  and  resisted 
by  the  defendants.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Company,  on  the  ground  that  a 
receiver  had  already  been  appointed,  in  pursuance  of  a  judgment  in  an 
action  commenced  after  the  commencement  of  this  action,  but  final 
judgment  therein  rendered  before  this  action  was  terminated,  by  a  share- 
holder of  the  original  association,  on  behalf  of  the  association,  against  the 
trustees  of  the  dividend  f\ind  of  Wells,  Fargo  &  Company,  the  plaintiff 
therein  having  given  consent  to  the  sale  of  the  property  to  the  new  com- 
pany, but  charged  that  the  trustees  of  the  old  company  had  been  guilty 
of  fraud  and  illegal  conduct  since  the  sale,  and  that  a  receiver  should  be 
appointed,  ^.,  whereupon  the  issue  in  that  cause  was,  by  consent, 
referred  to  a  referee,  who,  after  a  hearing,  made  his  report,  by  which  the 
whole  conduct  of  the  trustees,  the  defendants,  was  approved,  and  they 
absolved  from  all  liability  to  any  stockholder,  and  large  allowances  made 
to  one  of  the  trustees,  for  services,  who  was,  by  the  judgment  and 
decree  made  on  filing  the  report  of  the  referee,  appointed  receiver  of  the 
assets  of  the  company,  with  the  usual  powers  and  duties  of  receivers  in 
such  cases. 

Of  the  existence  of  this  second  suit,  the  plaintiff,  McArdle,  had  no  notice 
or  knowledge  whatever  untU  this  motion.  Upon  inspection  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  this  second  suit,  and  from  the  evidence  produced  on  this 
motion,  it  was  apparent  to  the  court — laying  aside  the  strong  presump- 
tion of  collusion  which  attached  to  that  second  suit — that  the  trustee 
who  had  been  appointed  receiver  in  that  suit  was,  from  interest  and 
feelings,  adverse  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  and,  for  other  reasons,  an 
improper  person  to  act  as  receiver  in  administering  the  affairs  of  such 
dissolved  corporation,  and  should  be  removed,  and  the  person  named  as 
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receiyer  on  this  motion  appointe<l;  standing,  as  he  appeared  to,  indiffer- 
ent between  the  parties,  would  most  likely  execute  the  duties  of  receiver 
fairly,  impartially  and  faithfully. 

Albany  Special  Term,  Aj/rtl,  1874. 

-ZT.  C.  Moak  dk  A.W.  FrothingJiamy  for  plaintiff. 

Samuel  Sand,  for  defeDdants. 

Westbrook,  tT. — ^.The  plaintiff  was  the  owner,  on  the  1st 
day  of  November,  1866,  of  100  shares  of  stock,  in  the  joint 
stock  company,  known  by  the  name  of  Wells,  Fargo  &  Com- 
pany. *  The  par  value  of  the  stock  on  that  day,  was  $100 
per  share,  and  its  actual  value  in  market  was  $285  per  share. 
The  business  of  the  company  was  expressage  and  carrying  in 
California,  Oregon,  and  the  Western  territories,  and  also 
banking,  &c. 

On  the  same  1st  day  of  Novanber,  1866,  the  then  trustees 
of  Wells,  Fargo  &  Company,  who  are  defendants  in  this 
action,  by  a  unanimous  vote  of  the  trustees,  dissolved  the 
corporation.  This  they  were  empowered  to  do  by  the  articles 
of  association,  unless  two-thirds  of  the  stockholders  objected, 
such  dissolution  making  the  trustees  holders  of  the  assets  of 
the  corporation  for  the  benefit  of  its  stockholders. 

Immediately  upon  its  dissolution  (and  such  dissolution  was 
to  enable  them  so  to  do)  the  said  trustees,  the  plaintiff  object- 
ing, transferred  to  a  rival  company,  then  known  by  the  name 
of  the  Holladay  Overland  Mail  and  Express  Company,  and 
now  known  and  a  party  to  this  action  by  the  name  of  Wells, 
Fargo  &  Company,  the  name,  good-will  and  territorial  rights 
and  other  personal  property  of  the  said  dissolved  association, 
and  received  in  payment  therefor  $4,000,000  in  stock  (at  its 
par  value)  of  the  defendants.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Company. 
The  entire  stock  of  the  dissolved  corporation,  on  the  day  of 
such  dissolution,  consisted  of  20,000  shares  of  the  par  value, 
and  actual  value  hereinbefore  stated.     Besides  the  property 
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transferred  to  Wells,  Fargo  &  Company  (formerly  HoUaday 
Overland  Mail  and  Express  Company),  the  trustees  of  the 
dissolved  corporation  (Wells,  Fargo  &  Company)  held  certain 
other  property  of  considerable  value  for  the  benefit  of  its 
former  shareholders. 

Thisaction  was  commenced  on  the  16th  day  of  February, 
1870,  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  and  all  other  parties  who 
were  interested  and  might  become  parties  to  the  action,  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  relief  on  account  of  the  alleged 
illegal  sale  to  a  rival  corporation,  and  to  obtain  a  receiver 
of  the  assets  of  the  dissolved  company,  who  should  distribute 
the  same  to  the  stockholders.  Issue  having  been  joined 
therein  it  was,  in  May  1871,  referred  to  Isaac  Edwards  of  the 
city  of  Albany,  a  counselor  of  this  court,  and  a  very  compe- 
tent referee,  to  hear  and  decide.  The  taking  of  proof  in  the 
cause  commenced  in  July,  1871,  and  was  continued  at  inter- 
vals until  December,  1872.  It  was  summed  up  and  submit- 
ted to  the  referee  in  January,  1873,  who  (his  time  having  been 
extended)  made  a  report  March  29th,  1873.  The  conclusions 
which  the  referee  reached  are : 

1.  That  the  action  of  the  trustees,  in  dissolving  the  joint 
stock  association  of  Wells,  Fargo  &  Company,  on  the  1st  day 
of  November,  1866,  was  a  legal  exercise  of  their  powers  and 
in  all  respects  valid. 

2.  That  it  was  the  duty  of  the  trustees  of  the  assets  of  the 
said  company  to  proceed,  on  such  dissolution,  with  due  dili- 
gence and  convert  the  assets  of  the  company  into  money, 
and  distribute  the  same  among  the  stockholders  and  to  the 

plaintiff  at  the  rate  of  ^ygp  thereof. 

3.  That  the  said  trustees,  by  reason  of  having  sold  a  por- 
tion of  said  assets  to  the  defendants  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  at 
private  sale,  without  having  given  any  notice  thereof,  and 
having  taken  stock  in  payment  therefor,  violated  their  duties 
as  such  trustees,  and  are  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  value 
thereof. 

4.  That  the  value  of  the  assets  of  said  joint  stock  associa- 
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tion  was  $285  per  share,  and  that  plaintiff's  100  shares 
thereof  and  therein  were  worth  $28,500. 

5.  That  the  portion  of  the  assets  of  the  said  company  so 
sold  and  transferred  to  the  defendant,  the  new  Wells,  Fargo 
&  Co.,  were  worth  $200  on  each  share  of  the  old  company,  so 
dissolved. 

6.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  against  the 
defendants  Ashbel  H.  Barney,  Nathan  H.  Stockwell,  Henry 
Wells,  Edwin  B.  Morgan,  Johnston  Livingston,  for  $20,000, 
with  interest  thereon  from  November  1,  1866,  with  costs, 
and  that  a  receiver  of  the  assets  of  said  old  association  of 
Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  so  dissolved,  for  the  benefit  of  the  stock- 
holders of  said  association,  and  all  others  interested,  be 
appointed,  with  the  nsual  powers  and  duties  of  receivers  in 
like  cases. 

A  motion  was  made  at  a  previous  special  term  of  this  court 
(judge  Learned  presiding)  to  appoint  a  receiver  in  con- 
formity with  the  report  of  the  referee.  That  motion  was 
resisted  by  the  defendants  npon  the  ground,  that  in  a  suit 
begun  in  this  court  in  the  city  of  New  York,  by  one  Ann  E. 
Wilson,  on  behalf  of  the  association  of  Wells,  Fargo  &  Oo. 
against  Danforth  N.  Barney  and  others,  trustees  of  the  divi- 
dend fund  of  the  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.  joint-stock  association, 
such  proceedings  were  had  that,  by  the  judgment  of  this 
court  in  the  first  judicial  district,  Ashbel  H.  Barney,  one  of 
the  defendants  in  this  action,  had  been  appointed  receiver  for 
the  purpose  of  distributing  the  assets  of  the  late  association 
among  its  former  shareholders.  The  court  then  ordered  a 
reference  to  Isaac  Lawson,  to  determine  who  was  a  proper 
person  to  be  receiver  of  j;he  old  Wells,  Fargo  &  Oo.  associa- 
tion, and  whether  said  Barney  should  be  removed  from  his 
ofiSce  as  receiver  and  another  appointed  in  his  stead.  The 
referee  having  reported  that  said  Barney  should  be  removed 
and  Abraham  Y.  Dewitt  appointed,  the  question  is  upon 
such  removal  and  new  appointment. 

The  hearing  before   the  referee  was  on  notice  to    the 
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receiver,  and  the  evidence  taken  is  returned  for  our  guidance. 
From  such  evidence,  then  taken,  it  appears  that  the  Wilson 
case  was  commenced  subsequent  to  this  one.  The  plaintiff 
therein  was  one  of  the  stockholders  of  the  original  company 
who  gave  consent  to  the  sale  of  the  property  to  the  new,  but 
claimed  by  the  complaint  that  the  trustees  of  the  old  asso- 
ciation had  been  guilty  of  fraudulent  and  illegal  conduct 
since  the  sale,  and  that  a  receiver  should  be  appointed  to 
distribute  its  assets.  This  cause  being  at  issue  it  was  referred, 
by  consent,  to  Albert  Stickney  to  hear  and  decide.  The 
report  of  the  referee  in  that  action  bears  date  February  5th, 
1873,  and  judgment  was  entered  thereon  on  the  7th  day  of 
February,  1873,  after  this  cause,  which  was  older  in  its 
beginning,  had  been  submitted  to  its  referee  for  a  decision, 
but  before  such  decision  was  announced. 

By  the  judgment  in  the  Wilson  case  the  whole  conduct  of 
the  defendants  was  approved,  the  trustees  absolved  from'  lia- 
bility to  any  stockholder,  large  allowances  made  to  Mr.  Bar- 
ney for  services,  and  he  (Barney)  appointed  receiver.  To 
this  suit  Mr.  McArdle  was  not  made  a  party,  nor  was  he  cog- 
nizant in  any  way  of  the  proceedings.  The  existence  of  this 
prior  action  was  not  communicated  to  the  court  which  ren- 
dered the  judgment  in  the  Wilson  case ;  and  what  is  more 
singular  still,  the  plaintiff  in  that  action  and  her  husband, 
who  acted  as  her  agent  in  regard  to  it,  had  no  knowledge  or 
notice  of  the  reference  or  of  the  judgment  which  had  been 
obtained  therein.  One  of  the  attorneys  of  the  plaintiff  (Mrs. 
Wilson)  was  also  examined,  but  threw  very  little  light  upon 
the  transaction,  he  claiming  that  his  partner,  who  was  in 
Europe,  had  conducted  it. 

As  already  stated,  of  the  existence  of  that  suit  of  Mrs. 
Wilson,  the  plaintiff  (McArdle)  had  no  knowledge.  K, 
on  his  being  heard  and  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  facts, 
a  competent  court  had  pronounced  the  judgment  and  made 
the  appointment  of  Mr.  Barney,  well  understood  principles 
of  law  as  well  as  judicial  comity  would  forbid  the  appoint- 
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ment  of  a  new  receiver.  Whilst  the  judgment  in  the  Wilson 
case  is,  on  its  face,  formal  and  regular,  still  the  circumstances 
attending  it  are  so  suspicious  that  I  strongly  think  it  was 
collusive  and  friendly  to  avoid  the  judgment  in  this  case. 
Undoubtedly,  the  learned  and  respected  judge  who  granted 
the  decree  acted  rightly  upon  the  light  given  to  hiin,  but 
I  do  not  see  how  the  same  court,  though  held  by  another 
judge,  with  a  more  full  and  perfect  knowledge  of  all  the 
circumstances,  and  after  a  full  hearing  of  all  the  parties, 
is  guilty  of  any  disrespect  to  him,  if  it  sees  fit  to  appoint 
a  new  receiver.  That  proceeding  was  ex  parte  so  far  as 
this  plaintiff  is  concerned,  and  as  this  suit  was  the  older  in 
point  of  time  and  was  proceeding  in  regular  form  to  judg- 
ment when  the  other  decree  was  rendered,  no  volunteer 
seeking  to  interfere  with  proceedings  in  another  district 
can  possibly  be  unsuspected.  Indeed,  I  am  well  satisfied 
that  if  the  attention  of  judge  Davis  had  been  drawn  to 
this  prior  suit  then  pending,  actually  submitted  and  awaiting 
decision,  that  decree,  without  notice  to  this  plaintiff,  would 
not  have  been  made. 

No  possible  disrespect,  then,  or  breach  of  judicial  comity, 
can  be  presumed,  if  this  court  fairly  examines  and  considers 
the  propriety  of  Mr.  Barney  being  the  receiver.  It  is  true 
the  plaintiff  has  a  personal  judgment  for  part  of  the  value  of 
hjs  stock  in  the  old  company,  but  he  has  also  an  interest 
in  the  remaining  property  to  a  considerable  amount.  With 
this  controversy  existing  between  him  and  these  defendants, 
he  is  entitled  to  a  receiver  who  shall,  at  least,  be  indifferent 
between  the  parties.  It  is  neither  fair  or  just  to  the 
plaintiff  that  he  who  is  to  collect  and  distribute  the  assets  of 
the  dissolved  association  should  be  the  very  person  whose 
feelings  are  imbittered  against  him  by  a  suit,  and  whose 
interests  are  directly  antagonistic.  Besides,  the  accounts, 
actions,  and  conduct  of  this  very  Mr.  Barney,  as  trustee, 
are  to  be  examined  and  passed  upon,  and  they  should 
be  80  examined  and  passed  upon  by  an  indifferent  person. 
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who  can  have  access  to  every  paper,  voucher  and  docament, 
which  will  shed  light  thereon.  It  may  be  necessary  to 
institute  suits  against  Mr.  Barney  for  illegal  or  improper 
conduct,  and  surely  he  (Barney)  ought  not  to  be  plaintiff 
therein.  It  is  no  answer  to  this  argument  to  say  that  if  Mr. 
Barney  fails  to  fulfill  his  trust  honestly,  that  an  action 
will  lie  against  him  and  his  surety.  No  party  should  be 
subjected  needlessly  to  litigation,  and  without  a  thorough 
insight  into  the  business  and  transactions  of  the  old  asso- 
ciation, which  a  possession  of  its  books,  documents  and 
papers  will  give,  it  would  be  impossible  to  conduct  a  suit  to 
a  successful  issue.  Full  possession  of  all  the  property  of  the 
late  company  will  certainly  enable  Mr.  Barney,  if  so  disposed, 
to  work  wrong  to  the  plaintiff,  of  the  existence  of  which 
he  will  be  wholly  ignorant. 

Laying  out  of  view,  however,  all  suspicions  of  collusion  in 
the  Wilson,  suit  and  judgment,  can  this  appointment  be 
proper!  We  need  not  to  impute  any  dishonest  motives 
to  Mr.  Barney.  It  is  only  necessary  to  assume  that  he  is 
human  with  the  failings  of  our  nature,  and  so  assuming 
it  is  but  reasonable  to  suppose  that  he  will  prefer  his 
own  interests  to  those  of  another.  Our  statutes  disqualify- 
ing certain  persons  from  acting  as  judges,  jurors,  and  in 
other  capacities  proceed  upon  this  ground.  His  judgment, 
if  he  continues  in  office,  will  often  be  tasked  to  consider 
what  should  be  done,  and  whether  this  thing  or  that  thing 
will  be  best  for  him.  His  judgment  and  conscience  should 
not  be  biased  by  self-interest,  nor  tempted  to  wrong  by 
feeling  or  passion.  Mr.  Dewitt,  the  person  recommended,  is, 
on  the  other  hand,  every  way  qualified  —  indifferent  between 
the  parties  —  and  will  certainly  do  justice  to  all,  having 
no  motive  to  serve  one  party  more  than  the  other. 

My  conclusion  is  that  Mr.  Barney  should  be  removed  and 
Mr.  Dewitt  appointed,  as  recommended  by  the  referee. 
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NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

LuoAs  Thompson,  plaintiff  and  appellant,  agt.  Alexander 
LuMLBY  and  Edwabd  Lumlby,  defendants  and  respondents. 

Action^  maUeUms  prasecvMon  —  vS^ntuit — mdenee — probaiHe  cause. 

The  test,  whether  or  not  a  nonsuit  should  be  granted,  is,  whether  the 
evidence,  viewed  in  the  most  favorable  light,  would  have  warranted  the 
jury  in  finding  a  yerdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  If  it  would,  then  the 
nonsuit  should  not  be  granted.    If  not,  it  should  be  granted. 

To  maintain  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  the  plaintiff  must  estab- 
lish, not  only,  that  the  prosecution  complained  of  was  instigated  by  the 
defendant,  and  has  terminated  in  the  plaintiff's  favor,  but  also  the  want 
of  probable  cause  and  malice  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

Where  one  of  two  defendants,  in  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  was 
proved  to  have  made  one  of  the  affidavits,  upon  which  the  warrant  of 
arrest  against  the  plaintiff  was  granted,  and  that  he  threatened  the  plain- 
tiff with  prosecution;  that  he  constantly  attended,  before  the  magistrate* 
on  the  days  when  the  examination  was  proceeded  with;  that  he,  on 
those  occasions,  sat  next  to,  and  consulted  with,  the  prosecuting 
counsel  in  reference  to  the  accusation,  and  that  he  was  otherwise  active 
in  forwarding  the  prosecution,  it  was  sufficient  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  he  instigated,  and  was  a  co-prosecutor  of,  the  alleged  mali- 
cious prosecution,  to  carjy  the  cause  to  the  ^ury  on  that  point. 

In  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  the  'burden  of  proof,  showing  a 
want  of  probable  cause  for  the  prosecution,  rests  with  the  plaintiff. 

Where  the  facts  and  circumstances  are  uncontradicted,  the  question 
whether  they  amount  to  probable  cause  is  one  of  law,  which  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  determine.  But,  if  the  facts  are  contradicted;  or 
if  inferences  or  deductions,  either  way,  may  be  drawn  from  the  evidence; 
or  if  the  degree  of  credit  which  is  to  be  given  to  the  witnesses  is  to  be 
determined,  the  question  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  with  proper 
instructions  from  the  court,  as  to  the  law,  with  reference  to  the  &ct8 
which  they  may  be  authorized  to  find  from  the  evidence. 

The  defendants  caused  the  plaintiff  to  be  arrested  and  prosecuted  on  the 
charge  of  willful  and  corrupt  perjury,  in  making  an  affidavit,  by  which 
he  swore  positively  that  one  of  the  defendants  was  a  non-resident  of  the 
Vol.  L.  14 
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state,  and  procured  an  attachment  agamst  his  property.  All  the  facts, 
and  circumstances,  and  information,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  founded 
his  affidavit,  in  procuring  the  attachment  —  which  was  done  by  the 
advice  of  his  counsel  —  were  procured  from  the  defendants  themselves. 

The  court,  therefore,  Tield^  that,  under  these  circumstances,  it  was  rather 
difficult  to  perceive  what  probable  cause  the  defendants  had  for  prose- 
cuting the  plaintiff,  on  the  charge  of  willful  and  corrupt  perjury,  since 
it  would  seem  necessarily  to  result  that  the  alleged  false  swearing  con- 
sisted solely  in  his  making  solemn  affirmation  to  the  truth  of  the  very 
thing  which  had  been  represented  to  him  as  true,  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  themselves. 

The  charge  preferred  against  the  plaintiff  waa,  not  that  he  committed 
perjury  in  swearing  absolutely;  when  he  should  only  have  done  so  on 
information  and  belief,  but  in  that  he  swore  that  one  of  the  defendants 
was  a  non-resident,  when,  in  fiict,  he  was  a  resident.  The  objection, 
therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  swore  absolutely  to  the  affidavit,  instead  of 
on  information  and  belief,  could  have  no  additional  force  in  fixing  his 
guilt. 

The  affidavits  upon  which  the  arrest  of  the  plaintiff  was  based  were  sub- 
mitted to  the  district  attorney,  and  he  indorsed  upon  them  that  it  was  a 
proper  case  for  a  warrant  to  issue,  and  defendants  claimed  that  they  had, 
therefore,  probable  cause.  Heldy  that  it  did  not  appear  that  a  full  and 
correct  statement  of  the  whole  matter  had  been  submitted  to  the 
district  attorney ;  there  was  not,  therefore,  such  a  full  and  fair  disclosure 
of  the  whole  case  as  is  contemplated  by  the  rule  in  such  cases ;  and  the 
defendants,  for  this  reason,  were  not  entitled  to  its  benefits. 

It  is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  of  this  nature,  to  establish 
malice.  In  general,  malice  may  be  implied  or  inferred  from  the  want  of 
probable  cause ;  but,  where  the  evidence,  tending  to  establish  the  want 
of  probable  cause  will  not  justify  the  jury  in  making  such  an  inference^ 
it  must  be  proved  by  direct  evidence. 

In  this  case,  irrespective  of  any  malice  the  jury  would  have  been  autlior- 
ized  to  infer  from  the  want  of  probable  cause,  two  witnesses  testified  to 
threats  made  by  one  of  the  defendants,  which  clearly  tended  to  prove 
express  malice  on  his  part. 

General  Term,  May,  1875. 

Before  Daly,  6%. «/".,  Loew  and  J.  F.  Daly,  J  J, 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  dismissing  the  plaintiff's 
complaint. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  $50,000  damages  for 
alleged   malicious  prosecution   and  false  imprisonment,   in 
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causing  the  plaintiff  to  be  arrested,  on  a  warrant  issued  by  a 
police  justice  of  the  city  of  New  York,  on  the  cliarge  of 
having  committed  willful  and  corrupt  perjury. 

It  appears  that  the  defendant  Edward  Lumley  called  at 
the  plaintiff's  place  of  business  and,  representing  himself  to 
be  Alexander  Lumley,  purchased  goods  on  credit.  The  bill 
not  being  paid  when  due,  the  same  was  placed  in  the  hands 
of  Alexander  Blumenstiel,  Esq.,  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  for 
collection.  The  latter  sent  his  clerk,  George  H.  Alexander, 
to  demand  payment.  He  found  Edward  Lumley  in  charge 
of  the  storCj  who  informed  him  that  not  he,  but  his  brother, 
owed  the  money ;  and  then  made  the  statements  embodied  in 
Alexander's  affidavit,  referred  to  in  the^^opinion  of  the  court. 
Subsequently,  Mr.  Blumenstiel  called  personally,  and  Edward 
Lumley  made  similar  representations  to  him,  with  the  addi- 
tion that  his  brother  was  a  single  man.  These  statements 
were  communicated  to  the  plaintiff,  and  he  was  advised,  by 
Mr.  Blumenstiel,  that,  inasmuch  as  Alexander  Lumley  was  a 
non-resident,  an  attachment  could  issue  out  of  the  marine 
court.  The  plaintiff,  accordingly,  swore  to  an  affidavit  which 
had  been  previously  prepared,  and  which  was  annexed  to  the 
one  which  had  been  made  by  Alexander.  The  other  mate- 
rial facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Blumenstiel  dk  Ascher^  and  A.  J.  HequieTy  for  plaintiff, 
appellant. 

C.  Bainbrid^e  Smithy  for  defendants,  respondents. 

LoEw,  J.  —  On  the  argument  of  this  appeal  we  expressed 
the  opinion  that  the  learned  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial 
erred  in  dismissing  the  complaint,  and  that  the  judgment 
would  have  to  be  reversed.  We  have,  since  then,  carefully 
examined  the  evidence  and  the  authorities  bearing  on  the 
subject,  and  can  see  no  reason  why  we  should  change  the^ 
views  heretofore  entertained  by  us. 
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The  test,  whether  or  not  a  nonsuit  should  have  been 
granted  by  us,  is,  whether  the  evidence,  viewed  in,  the  most 
favorable  light,  would  have  warranted  the  jury  in  finding  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  K  it  would,  then  the  non- 
suit was  improperly  granted.  But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  a 
verdict  in  the  plaintiff's  favor  would  have  been  set  aside  as 
without  or  against  evidence,  then  the  court  was  justified  in 
taking  the  case  from  the  jury  {Carl  agt.  Ayres^  53  N.  Y,^  14). 

Now,  in  order  to  maintain  an  action  like  the  present,  the 
person  bringing  it  must  establish  not  only  that  the  prosecution 
complained  of  was  instigated  by  the  defendant,  and  has  ter- 
minated in  the  plaintiff's  favor,  but  also  the  want  of  probable 
cause  and  malice,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  {McKovm  agt. 
Hunter,  30  N.  Z.,  625 ;  MUler  agt.  MuUigan,  48  Barb.,  30). 

In  case  at  bar  it  is  conceded  that  the  prosecution  was  ended 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  previous  to  the  commencement  of 
the  action.  It  is  claimed,  however,  by  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  defense,  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  defendant  Edward 
Lumley  was  prosecuted,  or  that  he  instigated  the  prosecution. 
But  the  evidence  discloses  not  only  that  he  made  one  of  the  affi- 
davits upon  which  the  warrant  of  arrest  was  granted,  but  also 
that  he  threatened  the  plaintiff  with  prosecution  ;  that  he  con- 
stantly attended  before  the  magistrate  on  the  days  when  the 
examination  was  preceded  with  ;  that  he,  on  these  occasions, 
sat  next  to,  and  consulted  with,  the  prosecuting  counsel  in 
reference  to  the  accusation,  and  that  he  was  otherwise  active  in 
forwarding  the  prosecution.  There  was  therefore  sufficient 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  he  instigated  and  was  a 
co-prosecutor  of  the  alleged  malicious  prosecution  to  carry  the 
cause  to  the  jury  on  that  point  {Miller  agt.  MuUigan,  supra). 

The  next  inquiry  is,  whether  the  evidence  disclosed  a  want 
of  probable  cause  for  the  prosecution.  The  burden  of  show- 
ing this  rested  on  the  plaintiff.  It  matters  not  that  the  for- 
mer suit  or  prosecution  was  maliciously  instituted.  If  there 
was  probable  cause  for  it  an  action  like  this  cannot  be  sustained 
{Besson  agt.  Southard,  10  iV^.   Y.,  236).    And  no  degree  of 
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malice  will  warrant  the  inference  of  a  want  of  probable  caoBe 
{Murray  agt.  Long^  1  Wend.j  141).  Where  the  facts  and  cir- 
oumstancee  are  uncontradicted,  the  queetion  whether  they 
amonnt  to  probable  cause  is  one  of  law,  which  it  is  the  dntj  of 
the  court  to  determi  ne.  But  if  the  facta  which  may  be  adduced 
are  contradicted,  or  if  inferences  or  deductions  either  way 
may  be  drawn  from  the  evidence,  or  if  the  degree  of  credit 
which  is  to  be  given  to  the  witnesses  is  to  be  determined,  the 
question  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  with  proper  instruc- 
tions from  the  court  as  to  the  law  with  reference  to  the  fstcts 
which  they  may  be  authorized  to  find  from  the  evidence 
{BuOdey  agt  EeteUaSj  6  N.  T.,  384 ;  BulMey  agt.  Smithy 
2  Duery  261). 

As  the  fiEicts  in  this  case  are  undisputed  the  judge  was 
correct  in  assuming  the  right  to  apply  the  law  to  them.  He 
however,  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  evidence  showed  that 
there  was  probable  cause  for  the  prosecution  against  the 
plaintiff.  In  this  we  are  constrained  to  say  we  think  he 
erred. 

The  plaintiff  was  charged  with  the  offense  of  willful  and  cor- 
rupt perjury,  in  that  he  made  an  affidavit  in  which  he  stated 
that  the  defendant  Alexander  Lumley  was  a  non  resident  of  the 
city  of  New.  York,  and  was  a  resident  of  the  state  of  Pennsyl- 
vania. The  two  affidavits,  upon  which  the  prosecution  alleged 
to  be  malicious  was  based,  were  made  by  the  defendants.  In 
these  affidavits  they  refer  to  and  have  incorporated  the  very 
words  in  respect  to  the  non-residence  of  Alexander  Lumley 
contained  in  the  plaintiffs  affidavit.  The  latter  affidavit  can- 
not be  found  on  the  files  of  the  clerk's  office  of  the  marine 
court,  and  is,  consequently,  not  before  us ;  but  it  is  evident, 
from  the  affidavits  made  by  the  defendants,  that  they  must 
have  seen  it  before  they  made  their  own.  If  so,  they  must 
also  have  seen  that  in  it  the  plaintiff  referred,  as  he  testified 
he  did  (fol.  142),  to  another  affidavit.  The  last  named  affi- 
davit we  must  assume  to  be  the  one  made  by  George  H. 
Alexander,  a  clerk  in  the  employ  of  the  plaintiffs  attorney, 
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88  we  find  no  allusion  in  the  evidence  to  any  other  aflSdavit 
to  which  the  plaintifi*  could  have  had  reference.  All  the  wit- 
nesses agree  that  Alexander's  aflSdavit  was  first  made ;  that 
the  plaintiff  did  not  make  his  aflSdavit  until  after  he  had 
read  Alexander's ;  that  the  plaintiflPs  aflSdavit  was  annexed 
to  that  of  Alexander,  and  that  the  attachment  was  subse- 
quently obtained  upon  them.  As  the  plaintiflf  in  his  aflSda- 
vit refers  to  Alexander's  aflSdavit,  and  as  the  two  affidavits 
were  attached  to  each  other,  we  must,  in  the  absence  of  any 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  take  it  for  granted  that  the  defend- 
ants saw  Alexander's  aflSdavit  also.  They  must,  therefore, 
have  known  that  the  plaintiff's  aflSdavit,  in  respect  to  the  non- 
residence  of  one  of  the  defendants,  was  founded  upon  the 
sworn  statements  of  Alexander,  which  were  in  substance  as 
follows :  That  on  two  occasions  he  called  at  the  place  of  busi- 
ness of  Alexander  Lumley ;  that  he  there  saw  Edward  Lum- 
ley, who  informed  him  that  his  brother,  Alexander  Lumley, 
was  in  the  state  of  Pennsylvania ;  that  he  formerly  boarded 
in  this  city ;  that  he  had  no  residence  here  whatever ;  that  he 
did  not  know  his  address  or  in  what  part  of  Pennsylvania  he 
was ;  that  he  could  not  tell  when  he  would  come  back,  and 
that  he  (Edward  Lumley)  had  a  power  of  attorney  to  transact 
business  for  him  in  his  absence.  This  affidavit,  without 
regard  to  any  other  information  received  by  him,  justified 
the  plaintiflT  in  believing  Alexander  Lumley  to  be  a  non-resi- 
dent; and,  as  we  have  already  seen,  the  defendants  must 
have  known  that  the  plaintiff's  affidavit  was  based  thereon. 
The  information  was  received  from  Edward  Lumley,  who,  at 
the  time  be  gave  it,  was  in  charge  of  his  brother's  business, 
under  a  power  of  attorney,  which  gave  him  absolute  control 
thereof,  and  authorized  him  to  act  in  every  possible  contin- 
gency, as  if  he  were  the  principal.  The  plaintiff  had  every 
reason  to  believe  that  the  information  in  regard  to  Alexan- 
der Lumley's  non-residence,  coming  from  the  source  it  did, 
was  perfectly  trustworthy  and  reliable.  He  was,  therefore, 
warranted  in  acting  thereon ;  he  was  not  bound  to  know  that 
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the  information  was  false,  and  that  at  the  very  time  it  was 
given,  Alexander  Lumley  was  a  resident  of  this  city,  as  was 
subsequently  proven  to  have  been  the  case.  Under  these 
circumstances,  it  is  rather  difficult  to  perceive  what  probable 
cause  the  defendants  had  for  prosecuting  the  plaintiff  on  the 
charge  of  willftil  and  corrupt  perjury,  since  it  would  seem 
necessarily  fo  result  that  the  alleged  false  swearing  consisted 
solely  in  his  making  solemn  affirmation  to  the  truth  of  the 
very  thing  which  had  been  represented  to  him  as  true  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants  themselves. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  the  plaintiff  swore  positively  to 
the  non-residence  of  one  of  the  defendants,  when  he  should 
only  have  done  so  on  information  and  belief.  Assuming  this 
to  be  sOj  still  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the  plaintiff 
committed  perjury.  If  the  alleged  act  of  false  swearing 
proceeds  from  inadvertence,  misconception  or  mistake,  the 
crime  of  perjury  cannot  be  assigned  (3  Oreenleaf^a  Ev,^  sec. 
201,  and  cases  cited).  It  is  true,  the  existence  of  probable 
cause  does  not  depend  upon  the  fact  whether  or  not  an  offense 
has  been  committed,  nor  yet  on  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the 
person  accused  thereof  {Scanlon  agt.  Crowley^  2  Silt,  489). 
But  it  is  equally  true  that  a  party  will  not  be  justified  in 
prosecuting  another  merely  because  he  believes  him  to  be 
guilty.  There  must  also  be  reasonable  or  probable  grounds 
for  the  belief.  The  probable  cause  which  would  be  a  defense 
to  a  party  for  accusing  another  of  a  crime  and  causing  his 
arrest  therefor^  may  be  defined  as  such  facts  or  circumstances  as 
would  justify  a  reasonable  suspicion  and  lead  a  cautious  and 
j>rudent  man  to  the  belief  that  the  accused  is  guilty  of  the 
offense  charged  against  him  {Carl  agt.  Ayres,  53  iT.  Z".,  14 ; 
Shafer  agt.  Zoueksy  68  Barb.,  426).  Judge  Andrews,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  of  last  resort  in  Ca7'l  agt. 
Ayres  {supra)  says :  "  But  a  groundless  suspicion  unwar- 
ranted by  the  conduct  of  the  accused  or  by  facts  knoum  to  the 
accuser,  when  the  accusation  is  made,  will  not  exempt  the 
latter  from  liability  to  an  innocent  person  for  damages  for 
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cansing  bis  arrest.  A  man  has  no  right  to  put  the  criminal 
law  in  motion  against  another  and  deprive  him  of  his  liberty 
upon  mere  conjecture  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  a  crime." 
And  in  HaU  agt.  Suyda/m  (6  Barh,^  83),  which  was  an  action 
for  malicious  prosecution,  it  was  held  that  it  was  suflScien*^ 
evidence  of  a  v^ant  of  probable  cause,  that  the  defendant  had 
received  information,  previous  to  the  time  when  he  caused 
the  plaintiff's  arrest  for  feloniously  taking  his  wagon,  that 
the  plaintiff  claimed  to  own  the  same  under  a  bill  of  sale 
from  a  third  party.  But  beyond  this,  in  the  present  case,  it 
would  seem  that  the  plaintiff  in  some  way  qualified  his  affi- 
davit by  referring  therein  to  the  one  made  by  Alexander. 
Moreover,  the  charge  preferred  against  the  plaintiff  was  not 
that  he  committed  perjury  in  swearing  absolutely,  when  he 
should  only  have  done  so  on  information  and  belief,  but  in 
that  he  swore  that  Alexander  Lumley  was  a  non-resident, 
when  in  point  of  fact  he  was  a  resident. 

Again,  it  is  argued  that  inasmuch  as  the  affidavits  upon 
which  the  arrest  of  the  plaintiff  was  based  was  submitted  to 
the  district  attorney,  and  he  indorsed  upon  them  that  it  was 
a  proper  case  for  a  warrant  to  issue,  his  direction  is  sufficient 
evidence  of  a  probable  cause.  It  is  true,  if  a  person  submits 
a  full  and  correct  statement  of  the  whole  matter,  either  to 
counsel  or  the  public  prosecutor,  as  the  case  may  be,  and 
honestly  acts  upon  the  opinion  given  him,  he  will  be  deemed 
to  have  had  sufficient  probable  cause,  and  will  have  a  good 
defense  to  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution.  But  even 
then  it  would  be  a  question  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether 
or  not  such  person  acted  in  good  faith  upon  the  legal  advice 
given  him  and  brought  the  suit  or  made  the  accusation  fully 
believing  that  he  had  a  good  cause  of  action  against  the 
plaintiff,  or  that  the  latter  was  guilty  of  the  offense  with 
which  he  was  charged  {HaU  agt.  Suydcmi^  supra).  In  the 
case  before  the  court,  however,  the  affidavit  submitted  to  the 
district  attorney  contained  none  of  the  facts  or  circumstances 
already  alluded  to,  which  go  to  justify  the  plaintiff  in  making 
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the  affidavit  he  did  and  clear  him  from  the  imputation  of  per- 
jury. There  was  not,  therefore,  such  a  full  and  fair  disclos- 
ure of  the  whole  case  as  is  contemplated  by  the  rule,  and  the 
defendants  are  not  for  this  reason  entitled  to  its  benefits. 

It  is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  establish  yet  another 
essential  element  in  an  action  of  this  nature,  namely,  malice. 
Whether  or  not  the  defendant  was  actuated  by  malicious 
motives  in  bringing  the  action  or  pressing  the  accusation  is 
a  question  of  fact  which  it  is  the  province  of  the  jury  to 
determine.  In  general,  malice  may  be  implied  or  inferred 
from  the  want  of  probable  cause ;  but  where  the  evidence 
tending  to  establish  the  want  of  probable  cause  will  not  jus- 
tify the  jury  in  making  such  an  inference,  it  must  be  proved 
by  direct  evidence  (  VanderbUt  agt.  Ma/thia^  5  Duer^  304). 
And  if,  from  all  the  evidence  adduced,  the  jury  are  satisfied 
that  the  previous  unfounded  suit  or  prosecution  was  not 
instituted  from  malicious  motives,  but  in  perfect  good  faith, 
and  in  the  firm  and  sincere  belief  that  the  defendant  had  a 
good  cause  of  action  against  the  plaintiff,  or  that  the  latter 
was  guilty  of  the  offense  of  which  he  was  accused,  then  their 
verdict  shotdd  be  in  favor  of  the  defendant  (/rf.). 

In  the  case  before  the  court,  irrespective  of  any  malice 
which  the  jury  would  have  been  authorized  to  infer  from 
the  want  of  probable  cause,  two  witnesses  testified  to  threats 
made  by  one  of  the  defendants,  which  clearly  tended  to  prove 
express  malice  on  his  part. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Daly,  Ch  J.,  and  J.  F.  Daly,  J.,  concurred. 
Vol.  L  16 
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In  the  Matter  of  Lexington  Avenue. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
In  isk  Mattes  or  Openinq  LsziNaTON  AvEinrB. 

LaeheSf  in  moving  to  tet  aside  report  of  oommiuionen. 

The  report  of  commissionerB  of  estimate  and  assessment  in  street  opening 
cases  in  the  city  of  New  York  will  not  be  set  aside  for  fraud,  mistake  or 
irregularity,  where  the  moving  party  has  been  guilty  of  laches  in  making 
the  application,  and  the  public  have  been  allowed,  for  considerable  time, 
to  act  upon  it  as  confirmed. 

New  York  Special  Term^  Jv/ne^  1874. 

Ths  report  of  the  commissioners  of  estimate  and  assess- 
ment for  opening  Lexington  avenue,  from  One  Hundred  and 
Second  street  to  Harlem  river,  was  confirmed  February  14, 
1874.  On  the  12th  of  June,  1874,  an  order  to  show  cause 
was  granted,  returnable  June  fifteenth,  why  the  report  should 
not  be  set  aside,  for  fraud,  mistake  and  irregularity.  The 
motion  was  made  on  behalf  of  Peter  A.  H.  Jackson  and  S.  S. 
Stevens,  owners  of  land  taken,  and  various  aflSdavits  were 
submitted  in  support  of  the  grounds  taken  in  the  order  to 
show  cause,  all  of  which  were  traversed  in  answering 
affidavits. 

Ira  D.  Warren  <&  W.  B.  La/medy  for  motion. 

James  A.  Deermffy  Wheeler  H.  Peckham  dk  E.  DdqfieUd 
Smithy  counsel  to  the  corporation,  opposed. 

Davis,  P.  J. —  In  my  opinion,  the  application  comes  too 
late.    The  moving  party  should  not  have  permitted  the  pro- 
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ceedings  to  have  gone  on  to  their  present  state  before  taking 
Bteps  to  correct  the  alleged  error.  Pablic  policy  reqaires  that 
the  confirmation  should  not  be  disturbed  when  assessments 
have  been  collected,  and  both  the  city  and  citizens  put  in 
relations  where  their  rights  must  be  seriously  affected  and 
prejudiced  by  disturbing  the  confirmation. 
Motion  denied. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The    First    National    Bank    of    Rondout    agt.    Thomas 

Hamilton  and  others. 

Motion  to  vacate  a  judgment  for  irreguUvrity  in  TiMing  the  special  term. 

At  a  regular  circuit  and  special  term,  after  the  trials  of  jury  causes  are 
closed,  the  judge  may  properly  adjourn  the  special  term  to  the  judge's 
chambers  in  the  same  county,  for  the  trial  and  hearing  of  equity  causes. 

Where,  at  the  trial  of  such  equity  cause,  the  objection  is  taken  by  the 
defendants  that  the  special  term  is  irregularly  held — the  judge  not 
having  the  power  to  adjourn  it  from  the  court-house  to  his  chambers  — 
which  objection  is  overruled  and  judgment  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  on 
the  merits,  the  defendant  cannot,  without  any  leave  being  given,  move, 
at  a  subsequent  special  term,  to  vacate  the  judgment  on  the  same  ground, 
presenting  the  precise  questions  which  were  adjudicated  on  the  rendition 
of  the  judgment 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  motion  once  heard  and  determined  cannot  be 
renewed  without  leave,  and  the  reason  of  that  rule  applies  in  full  force 
to  this  motion.  \ 

The  error  of  one  special  term  cannot  be  corrected  by  a  motion  made  at 
another,  but  can  only  be  remedied  by  an  appeal 

Ulster  Sjpecial  Term^  November^  1875. 

Motion  to  vacate  a  judgment  rendered  at  a  special  term  of 
this  court  held  at  the  supreme  court  chambers  in  the  city  of 
Kingston,  on  the  14th  day  of  September,  1875,  to  which  place 
and  time  it  had  been  adjourned  from  the  Ulster  (April,  1875) 
circuit,  pursuant  to  section  24  of  the  Code  of  Procedure. 
During  the  progress  of  the  action,  and  after  issue  joined 
thereon,  the  defendant  (Hamilton)  had  instituted  proceedings 
in  bankruptcy,  and  they  had  progressed  so  far  that  Mr.  Carroll 
Whitaker  had  been  appointed  the  assignee  thereon. 
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ChoHea  A.  Fowler^  for  assignee  and  motion. 
Seymav/r  Z.  Stebhvns^  for  plaintiff  and  opposed. 

Wbstbrook,  J.  —  This  action  was  brooght  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage  executed  bj  the  defendant  Hamilton  to  the  plain- 
tiff. The  defense  was :  First,  usury ;  second,  that  the  mort- 
gage sought  to  be  foreclosed  was  for  a  present  loan,  and  for 
that  reason  it  could  not  be  enforced. 

The  issues  in  the  action  were  noticed,  as  is  shown  by  the 
original  notice  produced  upon  the  motion,  "  at  the  next 
term  of  this  court  to  be  held  at  the  court-house  in  the 
city  of  Kingston,  in  the  county  of  Ulster,  on  the  12th  day 
of  April,  1875,"  which  term  thus  designated  was  the  regular 
Ulster  special  term  and  circuit  appointed  to  be  held  on 
that  day  and  place.  During  the  circuit  and  special  term, 
and  prior  to  the  adjournment  of  the  latter  to  the  judge's 
chambers,  this  cause  had  been  marked  upon  the  calendar  of 
the  court  as  an  equity  cause,  and  during  the  term  it  was 
announced  that  when  the  jury  business  was  completed  the 
special  term  would  be  adjourned  to  the  judge's  chambers  in 
the  same  city,  at  which  adjourned  term  this  and  other  equity 
causes  would  be  heard.  No  objection  to  this  course  was  heard 
or  suggested,  and,  accordingly,  on  the  first  day  of  June  the 
special  term,  by  an  entry  on  the  minutes,  was  adjourned  to 
the  chambers  of  the  judge  to  the  third  day  of  June,  and  was 
continued,  by  subsequent  adjournments  similarly  made,  to  the 
day  of  final  trial. 

On  the  11th  day  of  September,  1875,  when,  according  to 
the  order  of  the  court,  this  cause  was  to  be  taken  up,  A. 
Schoonmaker,  Jr.,  appeared  for  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy, 
and  objected  to  any  further  proceeding  in  the  cause  upon  the 
ground,  among  others,  that  the  adjournment  of  the  term  to 
the  chambers  of  the  judge  was  irregular,  and  that  the  cause 
could  not  be  tried  thereat.  This  and  all  other  objections  were 
overruled,  and  the  trial  was  directed  to  proceed.     Application 
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was  then  made  to  make  Mr.  Carroll  Whitaker  a  party  to  the 
action,  and  for  an  adjournment  of  the  cause,  as  Mr.  Whitaker, 
on  that  day,  was  professionally  occupied.  The  application 
was  granted,  and  the  cause  was  postponed  to  the  14th  day  of 
September,  1875,  at  the  same  time  and  place.  On  the 
adjourned  day  Mr.  Whitaker  did  not  appear,  but  sent  a  note 
to  the  judge  holding  the  term,  that  he  was  advised  that  the 
objections  taken  by  Mr.  Schoonmaker  on  the  eleventh  of 
September  were  valid,  and  that  he  should  not  appear.  Neither 
did  the  defendant  (Hamilton)  appear,  although  duly  sub- 
poenaed as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  as  was  shown  to  the 
court  on  that  day. 

The  cause  was  then  heard  upon  its  merits,  and  it  was  proved 
that  the  mortgage  was  given  to  secure  a  preceding  indebted- 
ness of  Hamilton  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  so  far  from  the 
mortgage  being  usurious  it  was  given  for  a  sum  several 
hundred  dollars  less  than  the  amount  then  actually  owing  to 
the  mortgagee  by  the  mortgagor.  The  amount  due  upon  the 
mortgage  was  proved,  and  the  ordinary  judgment  of  fore- 
closure and  sale  was  rendered. 

This  motion  at  the  special  term  presents  the  identical  ques- 
tions which  have  been  previously  passed  upon  and  adjudi- 
cated on  the  eleventh  day  of  September  last ;  and  the  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff  objects,  preliminarily,  that  the  error  of  a 
special  term  cannot  be  corrected  by  a  motion  made  at  another, 
but  can  only  be  remedied  by  an  appeal. 

I  confess  I  do  not  see  how  the  objection  can  be  overcome. 
The  points  now  made  have  been  determined,  and  until 
reversed  by  a  superior  tribunal  such  determination  is  con- 
clusive upon  the  parties.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  motion, 
once  heard  and  determined,  cannot  be  renewed  without  leave, 
and  the  reason  of  that  rule  applies  in  full  force.  The  exact 
form  of  the  motion  may  be  different,  but  the  questions  are 
identical.  The  estoppel  depends  not  on  the  form  of  the  pre- 
sentation but  on  the  presentation,  without  leave,  of  the  same 
questions  once  decided.    There  must  be  an  end  of  discussion 
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and  litigation,  in  the  same  tribunal,  at  some  point,  and  prac- 
tice and  common  sense  insist  that  a  decision  of  the  question 
shall  end  proceedings  before  and  in  the  tribunal  which  decides. 
A  contrary  conclusion  leaves  parties  the  helpless  subjects  of 
endless  litigation,  and  violates  the  spirit  if  not  the  letter  of 
rule  31,  which  prohibits  a  party  from  applying  to  another 
judge  for  an  order  which  some  other  judge,  on  the  same 
facts,  has  refused.  As  special  terms  held  by  various  judges 
are  numerous,  the  practice  of  applying  to  a  new  special  term 
for  relief  which  a  prior  term  of  equal  authority  has  refused 
would  become  intolerable  —  if  encouraged,  as  intolerable  as 
that  guarded  against  by  the  rule  to  which  we  have  referred. 
It  is  true  that  this  motion  is  at  a  term  held  by  the  same 
judge  who  denied  the  former,  but  if  he  decided  that  the 
motion  is  regular,  then  any  special  term  in  the  district,  or  in 
a  county  out  of  the  district  adjoining  Ulster,  can  grant  the 
relief,  and  the  result  will  be  motion  after  motion  to  correct 
alleged  errors  of  a  special  term  by  the  action  of  another. 
This  should  not  be  encouraged,  and  the  preliminary  objection 
is  sustained. 

The  power,  however,  of  a  judge  holding  a  special  term  to 
adjourn  it  to  his  chambers  is  so  valuable  and  convenient  to 
parties  and  to  the  court,  in  the  administration  of  justice,  that 
it  should  be  upheld  if  possible ;  and  this  consideration  induces 
us  to  examine  the  question  of  the  regularity  of  the  trial. 

In  White  agt.  Oovlter  (8  Supreme  Court  Reports^  New 
Torkj  1  Hun^  page  357),  the  cause  had  been  "  noticed  for 
trial  at  a  regular  special  term,  duly  advertised  and  held  at  the 
town  hall,  in  the  village  of  Saratoga  Springs,  by  Mr.  justice 
BooKES,  on  the  9th  day  of  July,  1872.  On  that  day  another 
special  term  was  also  held  in  another  room  of  the  town  hall 
by  Mr.  justice  James,  he  having  adjourned  the  Ballston  special 
term  of  May  to  that  time  and  place.  The  action  was,  at  the 
suggestion  of  Mr.  justice  Bockes,  the  defendant's  attorney 
assenting  thereto,  tried  before  Mr.  justice  James."  A  motion 
was  made  to  set  aside  the  judgment  as  irregular,  for  the 
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reason,  among  others,  that  the  term  at  which  the  canise  was 
heard  was  irregular.  An  order  denying  the  motion  was  sus- 
tained at  the  general  term.  On  appeal  to  the  c6urt  of  appeals 
the  general  and  special  terms  were  sustained,  and  the  decision, 
though  not  yet  reported,  will  appear  in  59th  New  York 
Reports,  page  629. 

It  is  true  that  in  White  agt.  CouUer  consent  to  the  trial  was 
given,  but  we  fail  to  see  that  this  makes  any  difference.  If 
that  was  not  a  court  which  Mr.  justice  James  professed  to 
hold  in  July,  1872,  at  the  village  of  Saratoga  Springs,  by 
force  of  the  adjournment  from  Ballston  in  May  previous, 
then  the  consent  of  parties  could  not  make  it  one.  The 
judgment  could  only  be  upheld  by  the  conclusion  that  the 
court,  which  judge  James  supposed  he  held,  was  such  proprio 
vigore.  But  the  element  of  consent,  if  that  be  necessary,  is 
not  wanting  in  this  case.  When  the  court  announced  its 
intention  to  adjourn  the  special  term  to  the  chambers  of  the 
judge  holding  it,  for  the  purpose  of  trying  this  and  other 
causes,  the  objection  should  then  have  been  made.  An  objec- 
tion after  the  adjournment  is  ordered  comes  too '  late  to  be 
available,  if  regularity  depends  on  consent. 

It  is  scarcely,  however,  necessary  to  argue  this  question. 
The  statute  is  too  clear  to  misunderstand.  Prior  to  the  year 
1862,  the  Code  {aeo.  24),  provided,  *'  The  places  appointed 
within  the  several  counties  for  holding  the  general  and  special 
terms,  circuit  courts  and  courts  of  oyer  and  terminer,  shall 
be  those  designated  by  statute  for  holding  county  or  circuit 
courts.  If  a  room  for  holding  the  court  in  such  place  shall 
not  be  provided  by  the  supervisors,  it  may  be  held  in  any 
room  provided  for  that  purpose  by  the  sheriff,  as. provided  by 
section  28.  Then  follows  a  clause  making  provision  for  the 
adjournment  of  such  courts,  the  summoning  of  a  new  jury, 
and  the  notice  of  new  causes  for  the  adjourned  term.  The 
part  of  the  section  we  have  quoted,  however,  fixed  the  place 
of  holding  the  court,  and  an  adjournment  elsewhere  would 
have  been  irregular  prior  to  the  year  1862.    During  that 
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year,  however  (chap.  460  of  Laws  of  1862),  the  section  was 
amended  by  adding  to  it  the  words :  "And  special  terms  may 
be  adjourned  to  be  held  at  a  future  day  at  the  chambers  of  any 
justice  of  said  court  residing  within  the  district,  by  an  entry  in 
the  same  manner,  and  th-en  adjourned  from  time  to  time  as  the 
justice  holding  the  same  may  direct."  Can  this  language  be 
misunderstood  or  evaded  ?  It  confers  the  power  to  adjourn 
the  special  term  to  the  chambers,  and  the  purpose  and  objects 
for  which  it  may  be  adjourned  not  being  limited,  such 
adjournment  nece&sarily  carries  with  it  so  much  of  the 
unfinished  business  of  the  term  as  can  legally  be  disposed 
of  in  the  county  where  the  chambers  of  the  judge  are  located. 
If,  however,  the  language  of  the  amendment  needs  to  be 
strengthened  by  the  history  of  its  adoption,  it  may  be  stated 
that  it  was  drawn  and  prepared  by  a  justice  of  this  court,  of 
very  large  and  varied  learning,  and  long  experience,  for  the 
very  purpose,  among  others,  of  enabling  judges  to  hear 
equity  causes  at  their  chambers.  Under  it  the  practice  so  to 
hear  them  has  become  universal ;  and  a  conference  with  my 
brethren  of  this  department  enables  me  to  say  that  no  seri- 
ous question  has  ever  been  entertained  as  to  the  regularity 
of  the  proceeding. 

The  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  Mr.  Carroll  Whitaker,  suc- 
ceeds to  the  rights  of  Hamilton  only,  and  is  bound  by  the 
proceedings  commenced  {Cleveland  agt.  Boerum^  24  iT.  Y.^ 
613).  He  had  an  opportunity  to  defend,  if  defense  could 
be  made,  and  not  having  done  so,  but  deliberately  refused, 
he  must  be  held  to  his  election.  Besides  the  evidence  upon 
the  trial,  as  well  as  a  recent  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of 
the  United  States  upon  the  questions  of  usury,  satisfies  me 
that  there  is  no  merit  in  the  defense. 

The  motion  is  denied  with  ten  dollars  costs. 
Vol.  L  16 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Bernard  Leart  agt.  Gilbert  Lbary  et  al. 

Pa/riitum^  real  estate — HtU  —  aliens  in  possession  —  es^ieat. 

Where  an  owner  of  real  estate  dies  possessed  thereof,  leaving  a  widow  and 
two  infant  children,  also  leaving  three  brothers  and  one  sister,  all 
residing  in  Ireland  and  aliens,  except  one  naturalized  brother  residing 
here,  on  the  death,  a  few  years  subsequently  to  the  owner's  death,  of 
the  widow  and  the  two  infant  children,  the  title  to  the  premises  vests 
absolutely  in  the  naturalized  brother,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other 
brothers  and  sisters. 

The  title  to  such  premises  does  not  escheat  to  the  state,  and  the  possession 
thereof  for  twenty  years  does  not  ripen  into  an  adverse  possession 
where  the  occupant  has  been  an  aUen  for  ^ve  years  of  that  time  and  not 
entitled  to  hold  real  estate. 

Special  Term^  Aprils  1874. 

Prior  to  the  year  1887,  one  Matthew  Leary  was  owner 
and  possessed  of  the  premises  mentioned  in  the  complaint. 

In  April  of  that  year,  Matthew  Leary  died,  leaving  him 
surviving  a  widow  and  two  infant  children,  all  of  whom  died 
within  a  few  years  after.  At  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 
youngest  child  its  heirs  at  law  were  John  Leary,  Bernard 
Leary  and  Gilbert  Leary,  brothers  of  its  father  Matthew 
Leary,  and  Mary  Blake,  his  sister.  All  of  these  brothers, 
except  John,  and  the  sister  were  aliens,  residing  in  Ireland. 
John  Leary  was  naturalized  in  May,  1834.  About  the  year 
1862,  the  said  Bernard  Leary,  Gilbert  Leary  and  Mary  Blake 
came  to  this  country.  Gilbert  Leary  at  once  entered  into 
the  possession  of  the  premises  and  collected  the  rents  thereof 
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from  that  time  np  to  the  year  1871,  and  divided  the  same 
into  three  parts,  paying  one  part  to  Bernard  Leary  in  his 
lifetime,  and  after  his  death  to  his  widow,  the  said  Bernard 
Leary  having  died  in  1868,  leaving  him  surviving  his  widow 
and  two  infant  children,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant, 
Thomas  Leary ;  paying  another  part  to  his  sister,  Mary  Blake, 
and  retaining  the  remaining  third  part.  In  February,  1871, 
the  defendant  Gilbert  Leary  conveyed  the  whole  of  said 
premises  to  his  daughter  Catharine  McCabe,  and  in  the  same 
year  the  legislature  passed  an  act  releasing  the  interest  of 
the  state  in  said  premises.  This  action  is  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  for  the  partition  of  these  premises,  claiming  one- 
eighth  part  thereof  for  himself  and  one-eighth  for  his  brother, 
and  one-quarter  each  for  the  defendants  Gilbert  Leary,  John 
Leaiy  and  Mary  Blake. 

The  defendants  Gilbert  Leary  and  McCabe  claim  that 
they  being  in  exclusive  possession  of  these  premises  partition 
cannot  be  had,  and  also  that  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  the 
legislature  the  land  having  escheated  to  the  state,  Catharine 
McCabe  is  the  owner  of  the  same. 

Oeorge  0.  Oenet  dB  Oeo.  J.  Pdty  for  plaintiff. 

8.  F,  HigginSy  for  defendants  Gilbert  Leary  and  McCabe. 

John  T.  McOovm^  for  defendant  John  Leary. 

Van  Beunt,  J, — ^It  will  be  noticed  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  last  of  Matthew  Leary's  children,  none  of  the 
brothers  or  sisters  of  Matthew  Leary  were  citizens,  except 
John.  Consequently,  the  whole  of  the  estate  descended  upon 
him,  and  he  became  vested  with  the  whole  title.  The  title 
certainly  did  not  escheat  to  the  state,  because  there  was  a 
naturalized  heir  who  could  inherit.  It  is,  also,  very  clear 
that  the  subsequent  naturalization  of  Gilbert  Leary,  Bernard 
Leary  and  Mary  Blake,  did  not  divest  him,  John,  of  any 
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portion  of  this  estate ;  and,  for  anght  that  I  can  see,  he  is 
entitled  to  the  whole  estate,  to  the  entire  exclusion  of  all  the 
other  defendants. 

Even  if  Gilbert  had  been  in  exclusive  possession  since 
1852,  claiming  title,  his  claim  would  not  have  ripened  into 
such  a  title  as  to  defeat  John's,  because  he  could  not  found 
an  adverse  possession  by  a  claim  of  title  for  twenty  years, 
when,  during  five  of  those  years,  he  was  an  alien,  and  could 
not  hold  real  estate. 

It  is  also  clear  that,  if  John  did  not,  and  could  not,  inherit, 
there  was  an  escheat  to  the  state ;  and  from  1852  to  1867, 
Gilbert,  Bernard  and  Mary  Blake  were  in  possession ;  and 
that,  in  1867,  Bernard  Leary,  having  died,  his  share  was  repre- 
sented by  his  widow,  and  Bernard  and  Thomas  Leary,  his 
two  sons,  then  minors.  In  1868,  the  state  released  to  all 
parties  in  possession,  any  lands  which  it  might  have  claimed 
had  escheated  to  them,  because  of  the  alienage  of  any  person 
through  whom  they  derived  title.  This  would  confirm  the 
title  of  Bernard  Leary  and  Thomas  Leary,  because  they 
claimed  through  their  father,  who  was  an  alien  at  the  time 
the  descent  was  cast,  but  would  not  apply  to  any  of  the 
others,  as  it  was  their  own  alienage  at  the  time  the  title 
descended,  which  affected  their  title.  Catherine  McCabe 
cannot  be  said  to  be  holding  adversely  to  the  other  parties, 
as  her  claim  to  the  exclusive  possession  is  so  recent  that  it 
could  not  be  claimed  to  have  ripened  into  an  adverse  posses- 
sion. 

Until  1871,  Gilbert  Leary,  Mary  Blake,  and  the  heirs  of 
Bernard  Leary,  were  all  in  possession ;  and,  almost  imme- 
diately, when  Gilbert  refused  to  account  for  the  rents,  as  he 
had  formerly  done,  this  action  was  commenced. 

As  I  have  before  said,  John  Leary,  being  the  only  citizen, 
upon  the  death  of  the  children  of  his  brother  Matthew  he 
inherited  the  whole  of  the  estate.  The  suggestion  that, 
under  the  will  of  Matthew  Leary,  there  was  a  conversion  of 
the  real  estate  into  personalty,  is  not  sustained  by  the  terms 
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of  the  will,  because  the  power  of  sale  of  the  executors  was 
gone  because  it  was  not  exerdsed  in  three  years. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  this  action  cannot  be  maintained, 
and  the  complaint  must  be  dismissed. 

It  is  a  hard  case  for  the  other  brothers  and  sister  of 
Gilbert  Leaiy,  becAuse  it  is  clear  that  he  has  formed  the 
intent  to  deprive  them  of  what  thej  are,  as  much  as  he, 
entitled  to. 


A 
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NEW  YOKE  SUPEKIOE  COUET. 

Elizabeth  Gonzales,  administratrix,  &c.,  agt.  The  New 
York  &  Hablem  Railroad  Company. 

ChnMniiarj/  negUgenodf  eauHng  dsaih—when  dtfendantf  in  acUon  for  dam- 

Off  68  f  erUiUed  to  a  terdiet. 

Gonzales,  the  deceased,  resided  at  West  Moimt  Vernon,  N.  Y.,  on  the 
west  side  of  the  New  York  &  Harlem  Railroad  track.  He  took  passage 
on  said  railroad  cars  at  New  York,  for  his  home,  and  arrived  there  in 
the  afternoon  of  the  same  day.  The  train,  in  which  he  took  passage, 
going  north,  runs  on  the  easterly  track  of  the  road;  there  are  other 
tracks  laying  west  of  it.  Gonzales,  as  the  train  stopped,  instead  of 
getting  out  on  the  east  side  and  ayoiding  any  other  track,  chose  to  get 
out  on  the  west  side,  and,  before  getting  across  the  track,  was  hit  by  a 
down  express  train,  going  at  f  uU  speed  and  making  a  great  noise,  and 
killed. 

The  evidence  disclosed  that  €k)nzales*  vision  was  imperfect,  but  that  he 
could  see  from  ninety  to  one  hundred  feet;  his  hearing,  however,  was 
perfect.  A  witness  testified  that  he  stood  on  the  platform  of  a  smoking 
car  next  to  the  one  at  which  (Gonzales  got  out,  and,  as  the  latter  was 
stepping  down,  the  witness  remarked  that  that  was  a  dangerous  place  to 
get  ofi: 

Assuming,  as  the  court  did,  that  there  was  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  the  negligence  of  the  deceased  was  so  palpable  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  the  direction  of  a  verdict. 

At  Trial  Term,  1876. 

This  action,  coming  on  in  its  regular  order  to  be  tried 
before  Mr.  justice  Fbbbdman  and  a  jury,  after  having  been 
tried  three  times  before,  defendant's  counsel,  at  the  close  of 
the  testimony  on  both  sides,  moved  for  the  direction  of  a  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  the  defendant. 
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The  motion  was  granted,  and  the  Mowing  opinion 
rendered : 

Chawncey  Shaffer^  for  plaintiff. 

Beach  (&  Browrij  for  defendant. 

Fbesdman,  J. — The  action  being  for  negligence  the  law 
is  well  settled  that  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  recover,  must 
show  afSrmativelj  that  the  injaries  complained  of  were  the 
result  ^f  defendant's  negligence  exclusive  of  any  other  pri- 
mary cause.  If  the  deceased  was  guilty  of  negligence  which 
contributed,  no  matter  in  how  slight  a  degree,  the  injury 
cannot  be  said  to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negli- 
gence exclusively.  The  law  will  not  proportion  the  negli- 
gence of  two  parties  between  them. 

The  plamtiff,  therefore,  was  bound  to  prove  not  only  defend- 
ant's negligence,  but  also  that  Gonzales  was  entirely  free 
from  negligence  on  his  part  which  contributed  to  his  death. 

Has  she  done  it?  Has  she  given  sufScient  proof  to  entitle 
her  case  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  ?  On  the  question  of 
defendant's  negligence  I  shall  assume  that  she  has.  But 
hag  she  on  the  question  of  her  husband's  alleged  contribu- 
tory negligence?  That  the  getting  off  of  Gonzales  on  the 
west  side  of  the  train  contributed  to  his  death,  is  too  clear 
for  argument.  But  was  it  negligence?  This  question  must 
be  determined  wholly  irrespective  of  the  question  relating 
to  defendant's  negligence. 

I  admit  that  the  doctrine  of  contributory  negligence  has 
given  rise  to  a  great  deal  of  discussion,  and  that  the  author- 
ities seem  conflicting;  but  in  point  of  fact  they  are  not  — 
at  least  not  in  this  state.  Negligence,  and  consequently 
contributory  negligence,  must  necessarily  be  relative  as  to 
time,  place,  person,  and  surrounding  circumstances.  When 
this  is  kept  in  mind,  and  each  of  the  authorities  is  studied 
in  the  light  of  the  peculiar  facts  upon  which  it  is  based. 
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no  dilBcDlty  is  encountered  in  reconciling  the  dedsions  of 
this  state. 

Contributory  negligence  is  undoubtedly  a  question  of  fact, 
and  whenever  it  is  to  be  determine^  upon  conflicting  evi- 
dence, or  upon  a  state  of  facts  which,  though  undisputed, 
is  not  conclusive  for  the  reason  that  fair-minded  men  may 
well  differ  as  to  the  inferences  to  be  properly  drawn  there- 
from, it  must  be  submitted  to  the  jury  and  determined  by 
them. 

But  when  the  evidence  is  not  only  undisputed  as  to  a 
certain  state  of  £Eu^ts,  but  clear  and  convincing  and  admitting 
of  but  one  conclusion,  it  is  not  only  the  right,  but  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  say,  on  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit  or  for 
the  direction  of  a  verdict,  that,  as  a  matter  of  law,  the  fact 
involved  therein,  viz.,  the  existence  of  contributory  negli^ 
gence,  has  been  sufficiently  proven. 

This  rule  applies  to  every  question  of  fact  on  the  trial  of 
a  civil  cause.  It  has  always  been  the  rule,  it  is  the  rule  now, 
and  in  all  probability  it  will  remain  the  rule  in  civil  cases. 
The  difficulty  never  has  been,  and  never  will  be,  in  the  rule, 
but  in  the  application. 

This  being  so,  the  rule  applies  with  peculiar  force  to  the 
question  of  contributory  negligence.  For  before  the  case 
can  go  to  the  jury,  it  must  appear  affirmatively,  as  part  of 
plaintiff's  case,  that  he  did  not  contribute  by  his  own  fanlt. 

There  must  be  tangible  proof  upon  this  point,  or  at  least 
the  attending  circumstances  must  be  such  as  to  show  it.  A 
bare  presumption  is  not  sufficient.  This  has  been  expressly 
held  in  Button  agt.  Hudson  R.  R.  R.  Co.  (18  N.  T.,  248) ; 
Squire  agt.  Central  Parky  N.  <&  E.  R.  R.  R.  Co.  (4  Jones 
cfe  /§?.,  436) ;  Warren  agt.  iT.  Y.  Central  R.  R.  Co.  (44  iT. 
r.,  465). 

And  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  either  to  nonsuit  a 
plaintiff  or  to  direct  a  verdict  against  him,  whenever  his  proof 
upon  this  point  does  not  come  up  to  the  required  standard, 
has  again  been  expressly  laid  down  by  the  court  of  appeals 
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since  the  case  at  bar  was  before  that  coart  for  the  secoud 
time.  The  following  three  cases  selected  from  a  number  will 
show  this: 

In  Ha/rfy^  Adminietrairix,  dko.j  agt.  The  Central  R.  R. 
Go,  of  New  Jersey  (42  iT.  T,^  468),  the  verdict  was  sought 
to  be  upheld  on  the  ground  that  the  failure  of  the  companj 
to  give  the  signals  which  the  law  requires  to  be  given  for  the 
protection  of  travelers  upon  highway,  was  negligences?^  se. 
But  the  general  term  set  aside  the  verdict,  and  on  affirmiug 
this  decision  and  rendering  judgment  absolute  against  the 
plaintiff,  Eakl,  Ch,  0.,  said :  "  I  also  reach  the  conclusion, 
that  the  intestate  was  guilty  of  negligence  contributing  to  the 
accident.  ♦  ♦  *  There  was  nothing  to  obstruct  his 
view.  All  he  had  to  do  before  he  passed  upon  the  north 
track  was  to  look,  and  the  neglect  of  this  ordinary  precaution 
cost  him  his  life.  It  was  not  necessary  for  him  to  go  upon 
the  north  track  to  avoid  collision  with  the  eastward  bound 
train.  He  could  have  gone  between  the  tracks.  Instead  of 
dmng  this,  he  needlessly  and  thoughtlessly  went  upon  the  north 
track  with  his  back  toward  the  coming  train.  When  he  was 
upon  the  railroad  track,  he  knew  he  was  in  a  place  of  danger 
and  that  he  might  be  killed;  and  hence  it  was  his  duty 
to  use  his  eyes  and  ears,  and  to  take  at  least  ordinary  precau- 
tion to  save  his  life.  Not  having  done  this,  I  believe  it  is 
now  well  settled  that  no  damages  can  be  recovered  on  account 
of  his  death.''  Mr.  justice  Foster  who  had  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court  on  the  second  appeal  in  the  Gonzales 
case,  concurred  in  this  opinion  of  Eabl,  Oh.  C. 

In  OoHon  agt  The  Erie  Railroad  Co.  (45  If,  T,,  660), 
the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  at  the  circuit  and  the  general  term 
upheld  it.  But  the  court  of  appeals  reversed  the  judgment, 
and  in  doing  so,  Allen,  J.,  said  {jp.  664) :  The  doctrine  has 
been  declared  by  this  court,  and  reaflSrmed,  that  a  traveler 
approaching  a  railroad  track  is  bound  to  use  his  eyes  and  ears 
so  far  as  there  is  an  opportunity,  and  when,  by  the  use  of 
Hiose  senses,  danger  may  be  avoided,  notwithstanding  the 
Vol.  L  17 
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neglect  of  the  railroad  Bervants  to  give  signals,  the  omission 
of  the  plaintiff  to  use  his  senses  and  avoid  the  dang^  is  con- 
curring negligence,  entitling  the  defendant  to  a  nonsuit." 

The  next  case,  Phillips  agt.  The  Eenssdaer  and  Saratoga 
B,  R.  Co.  (49  N.  y.,  177),  was  a  case  in  which  the  relation 
of  carrier  and  passenger  existed.  At  the  circuit  the  plaintiff 
was  nonsuited.  The  general  term  set  aside  the  nonsuit  and 
ordered  a  new  trial.  The  court  of  appeals  reversed  the  order 
of  the  general  term  and  affirmed  the  nonsuit  on  the  express 
and  sole  ground  that,  under  the  evidence,  the  plaintiff  was 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  attempting  to  get  on 
board  of  the  train. 

The  plaintiff  contends,  however,  that  in  the  case  at  bar  the 
court  of  appeals  has  settled  the  question  by  deciding  that  the 
case  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  But  the  general  term 
of  this  court  has  since  held  that  such  result  does  not  neces- 
sarily follow.  A  brief  reference  to  the  history  of  the  case  is 
therefore  proper. 

On  the  first  trial  evidence  was  given  on  both  sides.  The 
plaintiff  had  a  verdict  and  the  general  term  sustained  it. 
The  court  of  appeals  reversed  the  judgment,  and  ordered  a 
new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  as  it  then  stood, 
showed  that  Gonzales  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence, 
and  that  for  that  reason  the  plaintiff  should  have  been  non- 
suited (38  N.  n,  440). 

On  the  second  trial  it  may  be  said  that  no  evidence  was 
given  on  the  part  of  the  defense,  and  that  plaintiff  was  non- 
suited on  her  own  showing.  The  state  of  the  proof,  as  fiEur 
as  it  went,  was  not  the  same  as  on  the  first  trial,  the  plaintiff 
having,  among  other  things,  supplied  evidence  that  her 
husband's  eyesight  was  defective.  Under  these  circnmstanoes 
the  court  of  appeals  held  that  the  nonsuit  was  improper 
(89  How.  Fr.y  407). 

On  the  third  trial  evidence  was  again  given  on  both  sides 
and  plaintiff  had  a  verdict.  This  was  set  aside  by  the  general 
term  of  this  court  on  the  ground,  that  from  the  whole  of 
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Bach  evidence  it  again  appeared,  affirmatively,  that  Gonzales 
was  gnilty  of  contributory  negligence  (1  Janes  cfe  Sp.^  57). 
In  rendering  this  decision  the  court  was  unanimously  of  the 
opinion  that  the  court  of  appeals  did  not  by  its  decision  on 
the  second  appeal,  which  was  taken  by  the  plaintiff,  overrule 
its  previous  decision  on  the  first  appeal,  which  was  taken  by 
the  defendant.  After  a  review  of  the  points  of  difference 
between  the  proof  given  on  the  second  trial  and  that  given 
on  the  third  trial,  it  was  therefore  said  by  Jones,  J.,  who 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court : 

"The  down  express  train  made  a  great  noise.  Several 
witnesses  testified  they  heard  it  coming.  ♦  ♦  *  There 
is  no  pretense  that  the  hearing  of  the  deceased  was  defective. 
If  his  eyesight  was  so  defective  as  that  he  could  not  have 
Been  the  express  train  at  a  sufficient  distance  for  him  to 
judge  whether  it  was  prudent  for  him  to  get  off,  still  that 
did  not  absolve  him  from  making  a  reasonable  use  of  his 
organs  of  hearing  to  ascertain  whether  a  train  was  coming. 
The  fact  of  such  impaired  vision,  so  far  from  absolving  him 
from  using  his  organs  of  hearing,  would  seem  to  impose  upon 
him  the  necessiTof  a  moi^  than  ordinary,  dih^t  L 
attentive  use  of  them.  The  evidence  shows  that,  by  the 
reasonable  and  ordinary  use  of  his  organs  of  hearing,  he 
could  have  ascertained  the  approach  of  the  train,  and  would 
have  been  warned  not  to  leave  the  cars  on  which  he  was  a 
passenger  until,  by  the  use  of  his  eyesight  (which  was  not  too 
defective  for  that  purpose),  he  could  satisfy  himself  that  the 
track  was  clear  for  him  to  cross  in  safety.  It  seems  that, 
upon  the  &ct6  and  the  evidence  now  in  the  case,  the  decision 
of  the  court  of  last  resort,  on  the  first  appeal,  is  conclusive 
against  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery." 

On  plaintiff's  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  from  this  deci- 
sion her  appeal  was  dismissed,  and  the  consequence  is  that 
this  decision  constitutes  the  law  which  must  be  applied  to 
this,  the  fourth,  trial.  It  is  my  duty  so  to  apply  it,  and  the 
only  remaining  question  therefore  is,  whether  the  plaintiff. 
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on  this  trial,  has  supplied  by  evidence  the  defect  in  her  former 
proof. 

On  a  careful  examination  of  the  testimony  I  am  satisfied 
that,  on  the  question  of  contributory  negligence,  plaintiff's 
proof  is  substantially  the  same  as  that  adduced  on  the  trial 
immediately  preceding,  and  that  she  has  failed  to  supply  the 
defect. 

It  again  appears  that  Gonzales'  vision  was  impaired,  but  it 
was  also  shown  that  he  could  see  from  ninety  to  100  feet. 
It  again  appears  that  the  express  train  made  a  great  noise, 
and  this  fact  is  wholly  undisputed.  Plaintiff  herself  swears 
that  when  from  her  house  she  perceived  her  husband  on  the 
train  she  turned  round  to  the  stove  to  fix  his  dinner,  and 
that  while  so  engaged  she  noticed  that  the  express  train 
shook  the  house.  George  Biley,  one  of  plaintiff's  witnesses, 
testified  that  he  was  on  board  of  the  train  with  Gonzales ; 
that  he  heard  the  noise  of  some  other  train  coming  and  that 
it  struck  him  as  dangerous  for  Gonzales  to  get  off  on  the  west 
aide.  He  added,  that  whenever  he  sees  people  get  off  on  that 
side  he  is  afraid  something  might  occur.  Mrs.  Mary  Drew, 
another  of  plaintiff's  witnesses,  testified  that  she  sat  at  one 
of  the  windows  of  her  house  and  that  she  heard  the  express 
train  come  when  it  was  400  feet  from  the  house.  Other 
witnesses  testified  that  they  heard  the  noise  of  the  approach- 
ing express  train ;  and  on  the  part  of  the  defense  it  was  shown 
that  on  a  still  day,  such  as  the  day  in  question  was,  the  noise 
of  an  express  train,  going  at  the  rate  of  speed  at  which  plain- 
tiff claims  this  train  passed,  can  be  heard  for  about  a  mile. 
It  also  appears  conclusively  that  at  the  time  Gonzales  stepped 
off,  the  train  from  which  he  alighted  either  made  very  little 
noise  or  had  ceased  to  make  any.  And  lastly  comes  Zeno 
Hoyt,  the  constable,  who  testified  that  he  was  standing  on 
the  lower  step  of  the  hind  platform  of  the  smoking  car  when 
Gonzales  came  out  of  the  next  car ;  that  he,  Hoyt,  heard  the 
noise  of  the  approaching  express  train  and  of  the  rolling  of 
the  cars,  and  that  such  noise  stopped  him  from  getting  off; 
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that  he  said  to  Gonzales  that  it  was  a  dangerous  place  to  get 
off,  but  that  Gonzales,  nevertheless,  got  off. 

From  this  mass  of  uncontradicted  testimony  it  aflSrmatively 
^  appears  that  by  the  reasonable  and  ordinary  use  of  his  organs 
of  hearing,  at  least,  Gonzales  could  have  been  warned  of  the 
approaching  danger.  If  he  omitted  to  make  such  use,  it  was 
negligence.  K  he  did  use  them,  he  must  have  heard  the 
approach  of  the  express  train ;  and  having  heard  it,  it  was 
negligence  on  his  part  to  get  off  and  step  forward  in  the 
manner  he  did.  The  mere  fact  that  he  was  a  passenger  did 
not  relieve  him  from  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care.  He  not 
only  got  off,  but  also  stepped  forward  upon  the  adjoining 
track.  There  is  no  pretense  that  his  hearing  was  defective. 
On  the  contrary,  his  stepson.  Otto  Siebold,  who  is  the  only 
witness  that  made  any  allusion  whatever  to  Gonzales'  hearing, 
testified  that  he  had  never  heard  of  its  being  bad. 

The  case  therefore  falls  within  the  rule  laid  down  by  the 
general  term  of  the  court  on  the  last  appeal,  and  the  defend- 
ant is  entitled  to  the  direction  of  a  verdict. 


lU  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Grassy  agt  Schneider. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Philip  Geubst  ^t.  Chakles  Q.  Schneideb  and  another. 

A  tender  qf  interest  money,  when  ineuffldent  to  precent  a  foredoeure  qf  mort- 
gage for  the  principal, 

A  tender,  to  be  valid,  must  be  made  to  tlie  creditor,  or  to  some  person 
autliorized  to  receiye  it  on  his  behalf. 

A  bank  check  is  not  a  legal  tender;  and  where  such  a  check  is  returned 
to  the  debtor  promptly,  with  the  information  that  the  interest  (the 
amount  of  the  check)  must  be  paid  at  the  residence  of  the  creditor 
immediately,  or  he  will  proceed  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  for  both 
principal  and  interest,  and  the  debtor  has  ample  time  to  act  upon  this 
information  before  the  thirty  days  expire  in  which  the  principal  will 
become  due  for  non-payment  of  the  interest,  but  chooses  to  regard  a 
tender  he  had  made  of  the  interest  to  a  person  not  authorized  to  receiye 
it,  and  by  whom  it  was  refused  on  that  express  ground,  as  a  valid  tender 
in  law,  and  to  take  the  consequences,  there  is  no  good  reason  why  equity 
should  relieve  him  from  a  position  in  which  he  has  voluntarily  placed 
himself. 

Jfew  York  Special  Tertriy  February ^  1876. 

George  A.  Blacky  for  plaintiflF. 

William  H.  Amov/x^  for  defendant  Schneider. 

Van  Vobst,  J, — The  mortgagor  claims  to  have  tendered 
the  interest  due  on  the  mortgage  within  thirty  days  after  the 
10th  day  of  January,  1874,  when  the  same  was  payable. 

The  facts  in  regard  to  the  tender,  stated  shortly,  are  as 
follows :  On  the  9th  January,  1874,  the  plaintiff,  at  Maspeth, 
Queens  county,  New  York,  his  residence,  wrote  to  the  defend- 
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ant  that  the  iDstallmeDt  of  interest  was  due,  and  ^^  that  he 
must  come  and  see  him." 

On  the  twenty-sixth  day  of  January,  the  mortgagor,  at  New 
York  city,  inclosed  to  the  plaintiff  his  check  on  the  West 
Side  Bank,  New  York,  dated  the  twenty-seventh  day  of 
January,  for  the  interest  due  on  the  tenth  previous. 

The  letter  with  the  check  inclosed  was  received  by  the 
plaintiff  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  January,  at  Maspeth. 

The  plaintiff  brought  the  check  to  the  city  of  New  York, 
and  delivered  the  same  to  George  A.  Black,  an  attorney  and 
counselor  at  law,  and  requested  him  to  return  the  check  to 
the  defendant.  This  was  on  or  before  the  third  of  February. 
Mr.  Black,  on  the  fourth  of  FelMnary,  returned  the  check  to 
the  defendant  in  a  letter,  in  which  he  stated  that  he  was 
instructed  by  the  plaintiff  to  notify  him  that^  he  would  not 
receive  the  check  in  payment  of  interest,  as  he  had  already 
told  him  he  would  not  be  troubled  to  collect  his  interest  in 
that  way.  The  letter  closes  as  follows :  "  I  am  also  instructed 
to  say,  that  unless  you  pay  the  interest  in  full,  at  once,  with 
interest  on  the  sum  from  date  when  due,  and  eighteen  dollars 
paid  tor  insurance,  he  will  foreclose  the  mortgage."  The  day 
after  the  receipt  of  his  letter,  the  defendant,  or  a  person  in 
his  behalf,  called  upon  Mr.  Black  and  tendered  to  him  the 
amount  of  the  interest  due,  in  legal  tender  notes. 

This  was  on  the  fifth  or  sixth  of  February.  Mr.  Black 
informed  the  person  making  the  tender  that  he  had  no 
authority  to  receive  the  interest,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
desired  the  interest  paid  to  him  at  Maspeth, 

The  person  making  the  tender  then  stated  that  there  was 
a  letter  from  the  plaintiff  directing  him  (Black)  to  receive 
the  interest  Mr.  Black  replied,  that  if  such  a  letter  was 
produced  he  would,  of  course,  receive  it.  No  such  letter  was 
produced,  and  Mr.  Black  declined  to  take  the  money. 

Plaintiff  testified  that  he  gave  Mr.*  Black  no  authority 
to  receive  the  interest  for  him.  That  the  bond  and  mort- 
gage \?ere  not  left  with  him,  and  Mr.  Blake  has  testified 
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that  plaintiff's  instructions  to  him  were  to  return  the  check 
to  the  defendant,  and  that  upon  such  instructions'  he  wrote 
the  letter. 

It  cannot  be  well  claimed  that  the  check  sent  to  the 
plaintiff  on  the  twenty-sixth  of  January  was  a  payment  of 
the  interest ;  what  was  subsequently  done  by  the  defendant 
shows  that  he  did  Hot  so  regard  it.  The  plaintiff  was  not 
bound  to  accept  a  check  as  payment  of  the  interest.  It 
is  true  that  the  previous  installment  due  in  July,  1873, 
had  been  paid  in  that  way.  But  the  letter  inclosing  that 
check  remained  in  the  post-ofSce  at  Maspeth  several  weeks 
before  it  was  received  by  the  plaintiff,  and  then  only  when 
the  defendant  called  upon  him  to  ascertain  why  he  had 
not  acknowledged  its  receipt. 

Plaintiff  and  /defendant  then  together  went  to  the  post- 
.office,  and  received  the  letter  and  check.  The  plaintiff 
was  ignorant  of  the  letter  being  there. 

The  collection  of  that  check  entailed  upon  the  plaintiff, 
who  is  a  vendor  of  milk,  some  trouble  incident  to  its  pre- 
sentment for  payment.  The  check  was  drawn  on  a  bank 
in  New  York,  located  up  town,  and  was  made  payable 
to  plaintiff's  order.  Before  he  could  draw  the  money,  he 
was  obliged  to  be  identified  at  the  bank.  Plaintiff  says 
that  on  this  occasion  he  notified  defendant  that  he  would 
not  receive  a  check  in  future  for  interest,  that  he  could 
not  be  troubled  in  that  way.  The  defendant  denies  such 
notification. 

But  whether  he  gave  such  notification  or  not,  plaintiff 
was  not  obliged  to  take  an  uncertified  check  for  interest, 
and  assume  the  trouble  and  risk  incident  to  its  collection. 
A  check  is  not  a  legal  tender — certainly  not  if  objected 
to.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  mortgagor,  when  the  interest 
was  due,  to  seek  his  creditor  and  tender  the  amount  due 
to  him  or  to  his  authorized  agent  {Smith  agt.  Smithy  25 
Wend.^  405 ;  Smith  agt.  Smithy  2  HiU^  351  /  Toole  agt, 
Turnbridgey  2  Mees.  (&  W.j  223). 
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Nor  was  the  tender  to  Mr.  Black  on  the  fifth  or  sixth 
Febmary  good.  Black's  simple  duty,  under  his  limited 
employment,  was  to  return  the  check.  He  had  not  been 
intrusted  with  the  bond  and  mortgage,  which  would  inform 
him  of  the  amount  due,  and  when  due.. 

And,  as  he  was  not  authorized  to  receive,  he  was  in  no 
position  to  indorse  a  payment  of  interest  on  the  bond.  Nor 
was  there  any  hardship  or  trick  in  his  refusal  to  receive.  He 
frankly  advised  the  party  that  he  could  not  take  the  money, 
and  stated  that  the  same  must  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  at 
Maspeth. 

And  there  was  ample  time  in  which  such  payment  could 
yet  be  made,  before  the  thirty  days  should  expire,  in  which 
the  interest  might  be  paid,  to  protect  a  default  through  which 
the  principal  sum  became  due.  A  tender,  to  be  valid,  must 
be  made  to  the  creditor,  or  to  some  person  authorized  to 
receive  it  on  his  behalf.  In  Kirton  agt.  Braithwaith  (1  Mess. 
&  IT.,  310)  the  attorney  wrote  to  the  debtor : 

"  I  am  instructed  by  my  client,  Mr.  James  Kirton,  to  apply 
to  you  for  payment  of  the  sum  of  £3  6s.  9d.,  due  from  you  to 
him;  and  I  have  to  inform  you  that,  unless  the  same, 
together  with  my  charge,  as  under,  is  paid  at  my  oflSce  by 
Wednesday  next,  at  12  o'clock,  proceedings  will  be  com- 
menced against  you,  for  the  recovery  thereof,  without  delay." 

The  items  of  the  debt  and  charges  were  written  under. 

On  Wednesday,  at  10  o'clock,  an  agent  of  the  debtor  went 
to  the  attorney's  office,  and  there  saw  a  boy,  to  whom  he  ten- 
dered the  amount  of  the  debt  only. 

The  boy  refiised  to  accept  unless  the  attorney's  charge  was 
paid.  At  11  o^dock  of  the  same  day  the  suit  was  com- 
menced.    The  tender  was  held  good. 

The  court  held  (Pabke,  B.,  dvbitante)  that  the  letter  which 
authorized  the  payment  of  the  debt  at  the  attorney's  office, 
conveyed  an  implied  authority  that  somebody  would  be  there 
to  receive  what  was  justly  due.  There  was  no  question  in 
the  case  but  that  the  attorney  had  been,  and  was  authorized, 
Vol.  L  18 
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himself  to  receive  the  money,  or  that  a  tender  to  him  would 
have  been  good.  He  was  employed,  as  the  letter  showed,  to 
collect  and  receive  the  debt.  The  only  question  was,  whether 
a  tender  to  the  boy  was  sufficient. 

^^  The  attorney  was  bound  either  to  attend  himself,  or  to 
leave  a  clerk  to  receive  it."  It  was  an  improper  attempt,  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  to  get  the  costs  of  the  writ. 
But,  in  this  case,  as  Mr.  Black  had  not  been  employed,  and 
was  not  authorized  to  receive  the  money,  so  he  stated  to  the 
person  who  made  the  tender  that  he  had  no  authority,  but 
that  the  money  must  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  at  his  residence. 

There  is  no  evidence  of  a  design  to  entrap  the  defendant 
into  a  default,  so  as  to  make  the  whole  sum  secured  to  be 
paid  instantly  due,  or  to  involve  him  in  the  expense  of  a  fore- 
closure suit.  The  complaint  in  this  action  was  not  verified 
until  the  eighteenth  day  of  February^  more  than  twenty  days 
subsequent  to  the  refusal,  by  Mr.  Black,  to  receive  the  money. 
When  a  creditor  keeps  out  of  the  way,  to  prevent  a  tender  of 
the  amount  due  him,  a  suit  commenced  by  such  creditor,  for 
the  recovery  of  the  debt,  will  be  stayed  upon  the  payment  of 
the  amount  due,  without  costs.  But  when  a  mortgagor  has, 
from  mere  neglect,  failed  to  perform  his  contract,  whereby 
the  whole  debt  becomes  due  and  payable,  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  mortgage,  the  court  will  not  interfere  to  relieve 
him  without  a  tender  of  payment  of  the  whole  debt  {Noyea 
agt.  darky  7  Paige ;  Jervis  agt.  Ferris^  28  Barh.y  29  ;  Dwight 
agt.  Webst&Ty  32  Barb,^  47). 

The  defendant  in  this  case  does  not  claim  that  he  has  beea 
deceived  or  led  into  his  present  condition  by  any  surprise, 
trick  or  artifice.  The  plaintiff  has  not  kept  out  of  the  way, 
but,  on  the  other  hand,  advised  defendant  early  where  he 
could  be  found,  and  the  interest  might  be  paid.  His  check 
was  seasonably  returned ;  and  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  ten- 
der and  refusal  of  the  same,  he  was  informed  by  Mr.  Black 
that  the  interest  might  be  paid  to  plaintiff — that  he  was  not 
^thorized  to  receive  it. 
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Befendant,  had  he  been  disposed  to  act  upon  this  informa- 
tioD,  had  ample  time  in  which  to  pay  before  defeult  The 
defendant  chose  to  r^ard  the  tender  to  a  person  not  author- 
ized to  receive  it,  and  by  whom  it  was  refused  upon  that 
eiprees  ground,  as  a  yalid  tender  in  law,  and  to  take  the  con- 
sequences. There  is  no  good  reason  assigned  why  equity 
should  relieve  him  from  a  position  in  which  he  seems  volun- 
tarily and  upon  full  consideration  to  have  placed  himself. 

As  the  tender  was  not  good  there  must  be  judgment  of 
forecloBure  ordered. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 
John  Knsib,  appellant,  agt.  Thb  Pboplb,  respondents. 

Sardla/ry  ordinances — pvhUcaMon^  when  necessa/ry  -^  ocmvkUon  for  seOimg 

adtUterated  mUk. 

When  sanitary  ordinances  are  required  to  be  published  before  they  go  into 
effect,  the  requirement  is  essential  and  the  publication  must  be  made 
in  the  manner  required  before  the  court  can  take  cognizance  of  the 
ordinance. 

Where  an  indiyidual  is  charged  and  prosecuted  for  keeping  and  selling 
adulterated  milk,  under  the  rules  and  r^ulations  established  by  Uhe 
board  of  health  {Code  of  1866  and  amendments),  he  cannot  be  convicted 
under  section  45  of  that  sanitary  code,  where  it  is  made  to  appear  tl^ 
the  ordinance  has  not  been  published  as  by  the  act  required. 

Oenerai  Terrrij  First  Depa/rtment^  Novemhery  1876. 

Appeal  by  certiorari  from  a  conviction  at  the  special 
sessions. 


Laurence  <&  Waehnery  for  appellant. 

B.  jr.  Phelps,  for  respondents. 

Bbady,  J.  —  The  plaintiflE  in  error  was  charged  with  keep- 
ing and  exposing  for  sale  adulterated  milk,  convicted  and 
fined  $100.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  complaint  made 
whether  he  was  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  act  of  1864  {chap. 
544,  sec.  1)  or  under  the  rules  and  regulations  established  by 
the  board  of  health,  under  the  act  of  1866  {Laws  of  1866, 
vol.  1,  p.  138,  sec.  20)  and  the  acts  amendatory  thereof  passed 
in  1867  and  1874  {Laws  of  1867,  chap.  956,  sec.  10;  Laws 
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of  1874,  cha/p.  630,  9ec.  15).  The  act  of  1864  requires  that 
the  offender  should  have  knowledge  of  the  adulteration. 
There  was  no  charge  or  proof  of  this  on  the  trial.  The  evi- 
dence, on  the  contrary,  established  the  fact  clearly  that  the 
milk,  as  delivered  to  him,  was  kept  for  sale.  No  change  of 
it  had  been  made  or  attempted.  The  rules  and  regulations 
or  ordinances  or  decrees  of  the  board  of  health  were  not 
proved  upon  the  trial ;  they  were  not  produced.  The  act  of 
1866  declares,  that  before  the  ordinances  shall  take  effect  the 
board  shall  publish  them  in  the  manner  stated  {Sec.  20). 
There  was  no  proof  of  this  publication.  When  ordinances 
are  required  to  be  published  before  they  go  into  effect,  the 
requirement  is  essential  and  the  publication  must  be  made  in 
the  designated  mode  {Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations^ 
265,  and  cobsea  cited!).  This  being  a  prerequisite  the  court 
oonld  not,  in  a  case  like  this,  take  cognizance  of  the  ordinance. 
The  statute  qualified  the  power  to  make  rules  and  r^ulations 
by  declaring  tliat  to  be  effective  they  must  be  published. 
The  court  could  not  assume  that  this  ceremony  was  performed, 
and  thus  render  it  unnecessary  to  prove  either  the  publication 
or  the  ordinance,  or  to  produce  the  latter.  Assuming,  there- 
fore, that  the  prosecution  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was,  as  it  is 
stated  to  have  been  in  the  return,  for  a  violation  of  section 
45  of  the  sanitary  code,  a  sanitary  ordinance  of  the  health 
department  of  the  city  of  New  York,  it  was  necessary,  to 
make  the  section  binding,  that  the  publication  referred  to 
should  have  been  mkde,  and  as  a  necessary  legal  sequence  to 
prove  the  fact  in  order  to  justify  a  conviction  for  the  viola- 
tion of  any  of  its  provisions.  This  not  having  been  done,  the 
conviction  was  erroneous  and  must  be  reversed  {Harker  agt. 
The  Mayor^  17  Wend.y  199).  The  subject  of  adulterated 
milk  is  one  of  vast  importance  to  the  people  of  this  city, 
involving  health  and  life.  The  vendor  of  such  an  article 
deserves  and  should  receive  punishment,  but  the  process  by 
which  the  adulteration  is  determined  should  be  free  from 
doubt    If  by  tests  made  by  scientific  men  the  lactometer  or 
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lactodensemeter  fumifihes  only,  questionable  evidence  of  adul- 
teration, it  should  not  be  regarded  as  sufficient  to  warrant  a 
conviction.  There  should  be  superadded  evidence  which 
would  remove  the  doubt  and  if  analysis  be  necessary  for  the 
purpose  it  should  be  made.  The  milk  supposed  to  be  adul- 
terated and  offered  for  sale  can  be  purchased  and  so  tested 
that  the  result  must  be  certain  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 
The  testimony  given  on  the  trial  herein  and  presented  on 
this  appeal  establishes  clearly  that  such  a  test  can  be  made.  It 
may  be  troublesome,  but  the  board  of  health  seems  to  be 
vested  with  the  necessary  power  to  have  it  done,  and  the 
duty  of  protecting  the  community  from  illegal  traffic,  of 
which  it  is  a  dangerous  element,  demands  careful  and  rigid 
scrutiny.  When  the  proof  is  certain  the  punishment  should 
be  as  severe  as  the  law  permits. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Daniels,  «/],  Davis,  P,  J.  —  We  concur  in  the  conclusion 
for  the  reason  that  the  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  justify 
the  conviction. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  ex  rd.  Pateiok  Grattan  agt.  Jesse  0. 
Dayton,  supervisor  of  the  town  of  WatervKet,  in  the 
county  of  Albany. 

AttignmmU  cf  unearned  fees  by  a  pvJtUe  officer — iiohen  valid — not  agaimt 

pubUe  poiiey, 

A  declaration  or  admission  of  payment  made  by  an  assignee  of  unearned 
fees  of  a  public  officer,  after  he  has  parted  with  his  interest  therein, 
cannot  affect  the  transfer;  nor  is  it  evidence  of  payment  as  against  the 
second  assignee  or  in  fiivor  of  the  assignor,  unless  the  latter  made  it 
without  notice  of  the  transfer,  even  though  he  has  possession  of  the 
assignment  itself,  as  it  is  a  transfer  of  a  claim  for  fees  earned  and  to  be 
earned,  and  not  an  obligation  of  the  assignor  to  pay  money. 

The  fees  of  a  public  officer  (justice  of  the  peace),  earned  and  unearned, 
are  capable  of  assignment.  Those  unearned  having  no  actual  existence 
rest  in  expectancy  merely,  and  the  transfer  is  valid  in  equity  as  an 
agreement  when  they  are  brought  into  existence.  The  case  of  Field  agt. 
Mayor,  cfo.,  of  New  York  (6  N,  F.,  179)  settles  this. 

Also,  the  same  case  is  authority  for  holding  that  such  an  assignment  is 
not  void  on  the  ground  that  it  is  against  public  policy. 

The  case  is  different  from  an  assignment  of  a  salary  of  a  public  officer  not 
earned  when  made  {see  the  cases  of  BUss  agt.  Lawrevu^y  amd  BUss  agt 
Gardner,  48  How.  Pr.  i2.,  21,  decided  in  the  Court  of  Appeals)',  because 
unearned  fees  depend  for  their  allowance  upon  the  performance  of  the 
service. 

In  the  case  of  a  salary  the  compensation  is  founded  upon  a  general  ser- 
vice which,  from  his  possession  of  the  office,  the  incumbent  is  supposed 
to  have  performed,  and  in  the  case  of  fees  each  item  is  to  represent 
work  actually  done,  for  which,  when  completely  finished,  the  law  fixes 
the  compensation  —  that  which  is  not  done  is  not  allowed  or  paid. 

The  effect  of  granting  the  relator's  application  for  a  mandamus  would  bo 
to  take  from  another  the  money  which  the  relator  had  placed  in  his 
hands;  for,  as  between  these  parties,  the  assignment  was  executed  —  the 
relator  consented  that  the  assignee  could  receive  the  money.  If  public 
policy  forbade  the  taking  of  the  assignment,  it  forbade  the  relator  to 
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make  it.    The  parties  are  in  pari  delicto^  and  the  law  will  leave  both 
where  it  found  theuL    Mandamus  denied. 

Hensselaer  Ci/rcuitj  NovemheVj  1874. 

John  JET.  Colhy  <&  Martin  I.  Townaendy  for  relator. 

Smithy  FuTsmwn  <&  Cowen^  for  respondent. 

Wbstbrook,  J.  —  This  canse  presents  the  question  whether 
a  writ  of  peremptory  mandamus  should  issue  requiring  the 
respondent  to  pay  over  to  the  relator  the  sum  of  $1,805, 
which  he  has  received  in  his  official  capacity  as  supervisor  of 
the  town  of  Watervliet,  to  pay  bills  which  had  been  audited 
and  allowed  to  the  relator  by  the  board  of  town  auditors  of 
that  town,  for  services  performed  by  him  as  justice  of  the 
peace  of  said  town. 

It  was  conceded  upon  the  trial  that,  for  services  performed 
by  the  relator  as  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Water- 
vliet,  there  had  been  audited  and  allowed  to  him  in  the  year 
1873,  the  sum  of  $4,506.05,  which  money  had  been  collected 
and  paid  over  to  the  respondent.  It  was  further  conceded 
that  the  respondent  had  paid  to  the  relator  the  whole  jof  the 
sum  thus  audited  except  the  sum  of  $1,805,  which  he  has 
refused  to  pay. 

The  reasons  which  the  respondent  assigns  for  not  paying 
to  the  relator  the  said  sum  of  $1,805  are  these :  On  the  6th 
day  of  May,  1873,  the  relator,  for  value  received,  by  an 
instrument  in  writing  duly  executed  by  him,  sold,  assigned, 
transferred  and  set  over  "  unto  Andrew  Alexander,  of  the 
village  of  West  Troy,  so  much  of  any  and  all  account  or 
accounts,  which  I  now  have  against  the  town  of  Watervliet, 
or  against  the  county  of  Albany,  as  a  justice  of  the  peace  or 
otherwise,  or  which  may  hereafter  be  audited  to  me,  or  in 
my  favor  by  the  board  of  supervisors  of  said  town,  as  may 
amount  to  the  sum  of  $1,805,  and  I  hereby  authorize  the 
supervisors  of  said  town,   or  the  county  treasurer  of  said 
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county,  to  pay  said  sum  of  $1,805  to  said  Andrew  Alexander 
or  to  his  heirs  or  assigns,  from  any  audit  or  audits  that  may 
be  made  in  my  favor;  and  this  instrument  shall  be  their 
voucher  for  so  doing."  On  the  7th  day  of  May,  1873, 
Andrew  Alexander  assigned  so  much  of  the  amount  as  had 
been  transferred  to  him  by  Grattan  "  as  shall  amount  to  the 
sum  of  $1,620,"  to  the  respondent,  and  by  the  written  assign- 
ment thereof,  then  made,  declared  that  it  was  made  "for 
value  received,"  and  authorized  and  empowered  "  the  said 
J.  0.  Dayton  to  hold  and  retain  said  sum  of  $1,620  from 
said  sum  of  $1,805,  when  the  same  shall  be  audited  and 
allowed." 

Andrew  Alexander  died  June  13th,  1873,  and  the  respond- 
ent claims  to  hold  the  sum  of  $1,620  for  his  own  benefit,  and 
the  remainder  of  the  $1,805  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  of 
Alexander. 

The  relator  claims :  First,  that  shortly  after  he  had  made 
the  assignment  to  Alexander,  and  without  knowledge  of  the 
transfer  to  the  respondent,  he  repaid  to  Alexander  the  money 
which  it  had  been  given  to  secure ;  and,  second,  that  as  to 
fees  unearned  it  was  void,  because,  being  unearned,  they 
were  incapable  of  being  transferred  by  assignment ;  and  also 
because,  as  he  alleges,  public  policy  forbade  the  assignment 
by  a  public  officer  of  fees  to  be  earned  in  the  discharge  of 
his  duties. 

These  questions  will  be  examined  in  the  order  just  stated  : 

First.  Did  the  relator  pay  to  Mr.  Alexander,  during  his 
life,  the  sum  which  the  assignment  professed  to  secure  ? 

There  was  no  direct  evidence  given  that  the  payment  to 
Mr.  Alexander  was  in /act  made.  No  voucher  or  receipt 
indicating  that  it  had  been  done  has  been  presented ;  and  no 
witness  at  the  time  present  or  pretending  to  have  been  pres- 
ent testifies  to  the  fact.  It  is  sought,  however,  to  be  estab- 
lished as  follows :  The  assignment  to  Mr.  Alexander  was  on 
file  in  the  town  clerk's  office  of  the  town  of  Watervliet.  Mr. 
Bartholomew  Grattan,  a  son  of  the  relator,  was  the  town 
Vol.  L         19 
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derk  of  that  town,  and  he  testifies  that  on  the  11th  day  of 
June,  1873,  he  met  Mr.  Alexander,  deceased,  and  the  relator, 
on  the  comer  of  Canal  street  and  Broadway,  in  the  village  of 
West  Troy ;  that  Mr.  Alexander  then  said,  "  Do  you  hold  an 
assignment  in  your  oflBice  for  me,  made  by  your  father  ? "  to 
which  the  witness  answered  "  Yes."  Mr.  Alexander  then  fur- 
ther said,  ''  Tour  father  has  paid  me,  deliver  to  him  the 
papers."  Whereupon,  the  witness  testified,  on  the  same 
day  he  delivered  to  his  father  the  assignment  —  who  produces 
the  same  upon  the  trial. 

1.  This  evidence  was  not  received  as  against  Mr.  Day- 
ton. It  was  a  declaration  made  by  an  assignor  after  he  had 
parted  with  his  interest,  and  upon  well  understood  and  settled 
principles,  his  admissions  cannot  affect  the  transfer.  A  pay- 
ment to  Alexander,  Mr.  Grattan  having  no  notice  of  the 
transfer  to  Mr.  Dayton,  would  have  been  good;  but  the 
admission  of  Mr.  Alexander  that  it  had  been  made,  uttered 
after  he  had  parted  with  his  interest,  cannot  establish 
that  fact. 

Neither  can  the  production  of  the  assignment  by  the  rela- 
tor establish  it.  The  instrument  is  not  one  which  obligates 
the  assignor  to  pay  money,  but  is  a  simple  transfer  of  a  claim. 
The  possession  of  a  note  by  a  maker  may  sometimes  be  prima 
facie  evidence  of  its  payment,  because  we  infer  that  the 
holder  would  no£  have  surrendered  it  without  payment.  This 
was  an  assignment  of  a  running  account,  for  fees  earned  and 
to  be  earned,  on  file  in  the  town  clerk's  o£Sce,  and  the  pos- 
session of  this  paper  by  the  assignor  proves  nothing.  But, 
granting  the  inference  from  the  possession  of  the  paper, 
which  should  ordinarily  be  drawn  from  that  bare  lact  unex- 
plained, to  be  what  is  claimed  by  the  relator,  that  inference 
cannot  be  drawn  in  this  case.  The  manner  of  obtaining  the 
possession  is  explained.  It  was  delivered  to  Mr.  Orattan  by 
the  direction  of  Mr.  Alexander  (assuming  now,  for  the  sake 
of  the  argument,  the  truth  of  the  relator's  evidence),  and  as 
Mr.  Alexander  had,  when  such  direction  was  given,  parted 
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with  his  interest,  the  delivery  was  unauthorized  and  invalid 
as  against  Mr.  Dayton.  We  have  already  shown  that  the 
direct  admission  of  Mr.  Alexander,  that  he  had  been  paid,  is 
not  evidence,  and,  consequently,  the  indirect  admission  of 
such  payment,  which  is  to  be  inferred  from  his  direction  to 
deliver  the  assignment,  cannot  possibly  be.  There  is  then  no 
evidence  admissible  as  against  Mr.  Dayton,  establishing  the 
payment  to  Mr.  Alexander  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  moneys 
represented  by  the  assignment. 

2.  The  declaration  and  admission  of  Mr.  Alexander,  if 
made,  are  evidence  against  his  estate,  and  if  they  establish 
the  fact  that  the  moneys  represented  by  the  assignment  to 
Alexagder  were  paid  to  him  by  the  relator,  then  the  manda- 
mus must  issue  for  the  diflference  between  the  $1,805  and 
the  $1,620,  the  former  being  the  amount  specified  in  the 
assignment  to  Alexander,  and  the  latter  being  the  sum  for 
which  Mr.  Alexander  assigned  to  the  respondent. 

The  fact  of  the  payment  is  an  affirmative  one,  which  the 
relator  must  establish.  The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  him. 
In  considering  the  probabilities  of  the  payment  having  been 
made,  the  obvious  force  of  the  absence  of  any  memorandum, 
or  voucher  establishing  it,  and  the  secrecy  of  it  (no  person 
witnessing  it),  cannot  be  overlooked.  The  snm  was  large, 
$1,805,  and  I  can  scarcely  conceive  that  a  party  accustomed 
to  legal  proceedings  (and  such  the  relator,  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  is),  would  have  paid  so  large  an  amount  of  money, 
taking  no  voucher,  and  in  the  presence  of  no  witness.  If 
the  payment  had  been,  in  fact,  made,  it  is  but  reasonable  to 
expect  better  and  more  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  fact  than 
a  loose  declaration  in  the  presence  only  of  a  son,  upon  a  pub- 
lic street.  It  is  not  the  way  business  is  ordinarily  done,  and 
if  there  was  no  evidence  in  the  case  tending  to  show  that  the 
payment  was  not,  in  fact,  made,  I  should  hesitate  to  find  it  as 
a  fact,  against  a  dead  man's  estate,  upon  the  proof  furnished 
to  establish  it. 

But  the  payment  was  not,  in  fact,  made,  if  the  relator's 
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own  declarations  are  to  be  believed.    Mr.  Henry  Kelley,  the 

deputy  treasurer  of  the  county  of  Albany,  testified,  that  on 

the  30th  day  of  June,  1873  (several   days  after  the  alleged 

declaration  to  the  relator  in  the  presence  of  his  son),  Mr. 

Grattan  applied  to  Nathan  D.  Wendell,  the  treasurer  of  that 

county,  for  the  loan  of  $600  upon  his  town  and  county  bills 

to  be  audited,  alleging  that  he  had  made  an  assignment  of 

such  accounts   to   Mr.  Alexander,    then   deceased,   and    he 

needed  that  sum  to  take  up  the  assignment,  behaving  money 

enough  to  do  it,  if  that  additional  amount  could  be  obtained. 

On  the  faith  of  his  statement  the  $600  was  obtained  from 

Mr.  Wendell,  and  Mr.  Grattan,  on  the  30th  day  of  June, 

1873,  executed  to  Mr.  Wendell  a  written  assignment  of  his 

bills  which  were  to  be  audited.     The  form  of  the  assignment 

is  identical  with  the  one  given  to  Mr.  Alexander,  except  that 

the  amount  which  the  assignment  secures  is  $600  instead  of 

$1,805.    In  the  fall  of  same  year,  Mr.  Grattan  repeated  to 

Mr.  Kelley  the  conversation  he  had   held  with  him  in  June, 

and  said  he  had  used  the  money  to  pay  the  Alexander 
estate. 

Mr.  Kelley  is  an  impartial  and  an  intelligent  witness.  He 
has  no  interest  to  mislead,  and  it  is  scarcely  possible  that 
he  can  be  mistaken  as  to  the  facts  to  which  he  testifies. 

In  view,  then,  of  these  reasons  :  First.  That  the  burden  of 
proof  is  upon  the  relator  to  establish  the  fact  of  the  payment 
to  Mr.  Alexander.  Second.  That  no  voucher  evidencing  the 
payment  is  exhibited.  Third.  That  no  witness  has  been  pro- 
duced who  saw  it  paid,  and  that  such  payment  is  claimed  to 
have  been  made  without  the  presence  x)f  a  witness.  Fourth. 
The  unusual  and  suspicious  mode  of  proof  resorted  to  to 
establish  it.  And,  Fifth.  The  declarations  made  to  Mr.  Kelley, 
which,  to  me,  are  satisfactorily  proven.  I  decline  to  find 
that  Mr.  Grattan  made  any  payment ;  and,  on  the  contrary, 
I  find,  as  a  fact,  that  no  such  payment  was  made. 

We  are  now  brought  to  the  legal  questions  raised  by  the 
relator :   First.  Were  unearned  fees  capable  of  assignment, 
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thej  liaving  no  existence  at  the  time-  of  the  transfer  ?  Second. 
Would  such  an  assignment,  if  attempted,  be  contrary  to  pub- 
lic policy,  and  void? 

The  first  of  these  objections  is  disposed  of  by  the  case  of 
Field  agt.  The  Mayor,  dkc,  of  New  Yo7*k  (6  N.  Z.,  179), 
wherein  the  court  of  appeals  hold,  that  "  an  assignment  for  a 
valuable  consideration  of  demands,  having,  at  the  time,  no 
actual  existence,  but  which  rest  in  expectancy  merely,  is  valid 
in  equity,  as  an  agreement,  and  takes  eflfect  as  an  assignment 
when  the  demands  intended  to  be  assigned  are  subsequently 
brought  into  existence."  This  decision  fully  answers  this 
objection ;  and  it  was  followed  by  the  general  term  of  the 
supreme  court  of  this  district  in  Stover  agt.  Eycleslmner  (46 
Barhoury  84)  judge  Ingalls  delivering  the  opinion,  which 
Las  been  affirmed  in  the  court  of  appeals  (3  Eeyes,  620). 

The  second  objection,  that  the  assignment  is  contrary  to 
public  policy,  is  more  formidable.  The  recent  cases  of  Bliss 
agt.  Lawrence  and  Bliss  agt.  Oardner  (48  How.  Pr.  R.,  21),  in 
the  court  of  appeals,  seemed  to  me,  at  first  view,  to  be  con- 
trolling in  this  case  6o  far  as  the  assignment  covers  fees  for 
services  not  performed  at  the  date  thereof.  Further  reflec- 
tion, however,  satisfies  me  that  they  do  not,  for  the  following 
reasons : 

First.  Those  cases  were  assignments  of  salaries  of  public 
officers,  not  earned  when  made.  Grattan's  assignment  was 
oifeesy  the  allowance  of  which  depended  upon  the  perform- 
ance of  the  service.  Whatever  objections  founded  upon  rea- 
sons of  public  policy  might  apply  to  the  former,  and  which  are 
60  fairly  stated  by  judge  Johnson,  they  do  not  reach  the 
latter.  Judge  Johnson  says :  ^'  If  such  assignments  are  allow- 
ed, then  the  assignees,  by  notice  to  the  government,  would, 
on  ordinary  principles,  be  entitled  to  receive  pay  directly, 
and  to  take  the  place  of  their  assigns  in  respect  to  the  emol- 
uments, leaving  the  duties  as  a  barren  charge  to  be  borne  by 
the  assignors.  It  does  not  need  much  reflection  or  observation 
to  understa/nd  that  such  a  condition  of  things  could  not  fail 
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to  produce  results  disastrous  to  the  efficiency  of  the  public 
serviceP 

I  do  not  see  that  this  reasoning  is  applicable  to  the  relator. 
There  were  three  other  magistrates  in  his  town  capable  of 
performing  the  duties,  which  he  has  discharged.  He  was  to 
be  paid,  not  a  sala/ry  for  holding  an  office,  but  fees  for  ser- 
vices actuaUy  done.  The  audit  was  to  be  made  for  work 
performed,  and  without  the  performance,  the  claims  could  not 
be  allowed.  If  he  was  remiss  in  his  duties,  others  could  per- 
form them,  and  if  performed,  the  public  could  not  possibly 
suffer. 

The  case  before  me  is  more  analogous  to  that  of  Field  agt. 
the  Mayor  d:o.,  cited  abov^,  than  to  those  more  recent  report- 
ed ones  in  Howard.  The  assignor  in  the  Field  suit  seems 
also  to  have  held  an  office,  that  of  public  printer  to  the  cor- 
poration of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  he  made  "  an  assign- 
ment of  all  bills  that  might  become  due  to  him  for  job  print- 
ing, paper,  or  stationery,  done  or  furnished  the  corporation 
of  New  York,  to  the  amount  of  $1,500,"  after  two  other 
assignments  specified,  and  previously  made,  had  been  paid, 
this  assignment  was  enforced  against  the  corporation,  and  the 
assignee  allowed  to  recover. 

The  city  of  New  York  had  an  interest  in  the  faithful  per- 
formance of  the  assignor's  (Jared  W.  Bell)  contracts  for  print- 
ing, and  the  assignment  of  sums  to  become  due,  for  printing 
to  be  performed,  was  just  as  objectionable  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  contrary  to  public  policy,  as  the  assignment  in  this 
case  can  be.  If  having  received  pay  in  advance  would  so  im- 
pair the  "efficiency"  of  Grattan  as  a  justice  of  the  peace  as 
to  make  an  assignment  by  him  void,  then  the  assignment  by 
Bell  could  not  have  been  upheld  for  he  also,  having  parted 
with  the  compensation  for  work  to  be  done,  would  have  lost 
all  his  "  efficiency  "  as  the  printer  to  the  municipality.  I  am 
aware  that  this  objection  is  not  raised  or  discussed  in  the 
Field  case,  but  a  ground  so  obvious  aa  this,  if  applicable,  could 
not  have  escaped  the  attention  of  the  counsel,  and  the  court. 
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In  the  matter  before  me,  as  that  to  whidi  reference  has 
jnst  been  made,  the  public  interests  could  not  suffer,  as  the 
performance  of  the  work  was  a  condition  precedent  of  the 
compensation.  A  performance  not  barely  accomplished,  as 
in  case  of  an  o£Scer  with  a  fixed  monthly  compensation,  so  as 
to  make  a  demand  of  the  payment  of  the  salary  only  tech- 
nically  legal,  bat  a  feithf ul  LJoomplete  perf orlnce  of  each 
item  allowed.  In  this  case,  compensation  and  discharge  of 
duty  were  jpairi  passu,  so  completely  and  per£Bctly,  that  I  can- 
not and  do  not  regard  the  assignment  of  a  salary  as  its  par- 
aUel.  Then  a  halting  and  indifferent  service  may  suffice  to 
draw  it,  but  Mr.  Grattan  could  not  receive  a  dollar,  until  a 
sworn  board  had  determined  the  completeness  of  each  act, 
for  which  a  charge  was  made.  In  the  one  case,  the  compen- 
sation is  founded  upon  a  general  service,  which,  from  his  pos- 
session of  the  office,  the  incumbent  is  supposed  to  have  per- 
formed, and  in  the  other  each  item  is  to  represent  work  act- 
ually done,  for  which,  when  completely  finished,  the  law  fixes 
the  compensation.  That  which  is  not  done  is  not  allowed 
or  paid. 

Seeing  the  clear  difference  to  which  I  have  alluded  in  the 
cases,  and  in  the  court  of  appeals  having  pronounced  valid 
an  assignment  of  moneys  to  be  earned  by  a  public  printer, 
which  I  deem  to  be  more  analogous  to  this  than  those  in 
regard  to  salaries ;  and  further  believing  that  ^^  the  dignity  of 
an  office  "  is  largely  upheld  by  the  observance  of  honor  and 
integrity  of  its  possessor,  I  decline  to  hold  this  assignment 
void  on  the  ground  that  it  was  against  public  policy. 

In  reaching  this  conclusion  it  is  not  to  be  denied  that  some 
of  the  cases  in  England,  referred  to  by  judge  Johnson,  would 
cover  this ;  but  the  actual  decision  only  reaches  the  transfer 
oi  an  unearned  salary.  No  allusion  is  made  in  the  opinion  to 
Field  agt.  The  Mayor  <&o.j  which  therefore  is  not  overruled. 
The  cases  are  to  be  harmonized,  if  possible,  by  the  subordin- 
ate tribunal,  which  while  both  are  left  for  its  guidance  must 
respect  each.    This  can  be  done  by  following  the  cases  in 
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Howard  when  the  question  arises  upon  the  sale  of  an  un- 
earned salary,  and  adhering  to  sixth  of  New  York  when 
unearned  fees  are  assigned,  and  where  only  that  which  has 
been  in  good  faith  earned  ean  be  collected.  There  are  reasons, 
as  we  have  endeavored  to  show,  applicable  to  an  assignment 
of  an  unearned  salary,  which  lose  their  force  when  appUed  to 
one  of  unearned  fees.  The  former  has  been  pronounced  invalid 
by  one  court  of  dernier  resort,  while  the  latter,  it  seems  to  me, 
has  been  sustained  by  the  same  court  in  a  parallel  case,  and 
that  precedent  I  take  for  my  guidance. 

Second.  I  do  not  think  this  objection  is  available  to  the 
relator.  The  effect  of  granting  the  mandamus  which  he 
asks  would  be  to  take  from  another  the  money  which  he, 
the  relator,  has  placed  in  his  hands.  Ab  between  these 
parties,  I  find  this  assignment  an  executed  one.  The  relator 
consented  that  Alexander  or  his  assigns  could  receive  this 
money.  The  respondent,  as  assignee,  has  it  in  his  possession. 
If  public  policy  forbade  the  taking  of  the  assignment,  it 
forbade  the  relator  to  make  it.  The  parties  are  in  pari 
delicto^  and  the  law  will  leave  both  where  it  found  them.  If 
this  assignment  was  void,  the  relator  could  have  had  it  so 
declared  before  the  money  was  received.  He  did  not  do  so, 
however,  but  permitted  Mr.  Dayton  to  appropriate  the 
money  under  it ;  and  by  no  notice  or  objection,  made  prior 
to  its  actual  appropriation  under  the  assignments,  was  its 
complete  application  in  extinguishment  thereof  sought  to  be 
presented.  The  agreement  of  the  parties  is  executed,  the 
money  has  been  applied  with  the  consent  of  the  relator,  and 
the  law  will  leave  it,  where  the  parties  have  voluntarily  and 
without  dissent  appropriated  it. 

Third.  The  relator  has  a  remedy  by  action  to  recover 
this  money,  if  illegally  withheld  from  him  by  the  respondent. 
To  grant  this  suit  would  work  such  great  injustice,  that  I 
decline  to  order  its  issue.  I  fully  concur  in  the  view  which 
judge  Cleeke,  has  taken  in  The  People  ex  rel,  the  Cora- 
missioners  of  Emigration  agt.   The   Supervisors  of  Jiich- 
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mond  County  {^^  How,^  275),  of  the  discretion  of  this 
court  in  granting  or  witholding  the  writ  of  mandamus.  He 
there  likens  it  to  the  power  which  a  court  of  equity  exercises 
in  the  enforcement  of  contracts.  The  discretion  of  the  court, 
it  is  true,  is  not  arbitrary,  but  governed  by  precedents  and 
decisions,  but  still  in  granting  or  withholding  this  remedy,  it 
"  exercises  a  wider  latitude  than  in  ordinary  common-law 
actions,''  confining  its  decision  to  the  circumstances  and 
facts  upon  which  the  application  is  founded.  These  facts 
and  circumstances  proving  this  application  to  be  most  inequi- 
table and  unjust,  the  peremptory  writ  is  also  for  this  reason 
refused.  The  result  of  my  examination  is,  that  the  peremp- 
tory mandamus  asked  for  should  not  be  granted,  but  that  the 
Bame  should  be,  and  is  hereby  denied. 
Vol  L  20 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 
Huntoon,  administrator  agt.  Russell. 

M^direetiont  by  the  eowrt  to  the  jury  ^  when  must  be  renewed  by  exeeptums  08 

error  J  and  not  by  motion  for  trregtUarity. 

The  jury  in  this  case,  after  having  been  out  some  time,  came  into  court 
and  stated  their  inability  to  agree ;  whereupon  the  judge,  among  other 
things,  remarked  that  the  case  was  of  too  much  importance  to  the 
parties  to  have  a  disagreement;  that  the  verdict  was  the  judgment  of 
twelve  men  and  each  man  formed  one- twelfth  part;  that  no  man  should 
be  so  obstinate  as  to  say,  **  I  will  have  my  own  way  or  I  will  not  have 
it  at  all,"  because  he  must  remember  that  he  formed  only  one-twelfth 
part;  that  it  was  better  in  cases  of  this  sort  that  a  judgment  of  doubtful 
propriety  be  rendered  than  none  at  all;  because  if  the  jury  should  render 
a  judgment  then  the  parties  would  know  what  their  rights  were  and 
could  act  accordingly;  whereas,  if  they  did  not  render  a  verdict,  no 
progress  was  made  and  the  parties  were  punished  by  the  disagree- 
ment; that  it  was  a  reproach  to  the  administration  of  justice ;  that  courts 
were  organized  that  parties  coiild  come  in  and  have  their  rights  deter- 
mined, &c. 

The  jury  returned  to  their  room  and  soon  after  came  into  court  and  brought 
in  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  Exceptions  were  duly  taken  to  the 
remarks  of  the  judge,  which  were  duly  entered. 

Passing  over  one  or  two  preliminary  objections  te  this  motion,  the  judge 
was  of  opinioh  that  the  portion  of  the  remarks  to  the  jury,  to  which 
objection  could  fairly  be  taken,  raised  a  question  of  error  rather  than  of 
irregularity y  and  must  be  reviewed  on  bill  of  exceptions  and  not  decided 
on  motion.    Motion  denied. 

Saratoga  Special  Term,  Av^gust  31, 1875. 

BooKES,  J, — This  is  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
of  a  jury,  and  subsequent  proceedings,  for  irregularity,  or  as 
stated  in  the  order  to  show  cause,  on  account  of  misdirec- 
tions of  the  judge  to  the  jury.     The  irregularity  or  misdi- 
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rection,  relied  on  as  the  basis  of  this  motion,  is  to  the  effect 
following:  That,  the  jury  having  been  out  a  considerable 
time,  came  into  court  and  stated  their  inability  to  agree, 
whereupon  the  judge,  among  other  things,  remarked  that  the 
case  was  of  too  much  importance  to  the  parties  to  have  a  dis- 
agreement; that  the  verdict  was  the  judgment  of  twelve 
men,  and  each  man  formed  one-twelfth  part ;  that  no  man 
should  be  so  obstinate  as  to  say,  "  I  will  have  ray  own  way 
or  I  will  not  have  it  at  all "  (because  or  that),  "  he  must 
remember  that  he  formed  only  one-twelfth  part ;  that  it  was 
better  in  cases  of  this  sort  that  a  judgment  of  doubtful  pro- 
priety be  rendered  than  none  at  all,  because,  if  the  jury 
should  render  a  judgment,  then,  the  parties  would  know 
what  their  rights  were,  and  could  act  accordingly,  whereas 
if  they  did  not  render  a  verdict  no  progress  was  made,  and 
the  parties  were  punished  by  the  disagreement ;  that  it  was  a 
reproach  to  the  administration  of  justice ;  that  courts  were 
organized  that  parties  could  come  in  and  have  their  rights 
determined."  Some  other  remarks  were  also  made  which 
it  is  deemed  unnecessary  here  to  repeat ;  whereupon  the  jury 
returned  to  their  room,  and  soon  after  came  into  court  with  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant.  Exceptions  were  taken  to  the 
remarks  of  the  judge,  and  were  duly  entered. 

Passing  over  the  objections  urged  against  the  present 
motion :  (1),  that  it  should  have  been  made  before  the  judge 
who  tried  the  case;  and  (2),  that  it  is  not  made  in  due  time,  I 
am  of  the  opinion  that  the  portion  of  the  remarks  to  which 
objection  can  be  fairly  taken,  raises  a  question  of  error  rather 
than  of  irregularity. 

In  Oreen  agt.  Tdfan/r  (11  H(m,^  260)  it  was  held  that,  while 
all  proper  motives  to  induce  a  jury  to  agree  might  be  earn- 
estly urged,  they  should  be  left  to  entire  freedom  in  their 
deliberations,  without  animadversion  and  without  the  least 
appearance  of  duress  or  coercion.  In  this  case  it  was  consid- 
ered that  the  jury  were  threatened  with  inconvenience,  and 
were  to  some  extent  coerced  and  intimidated,,  so  that  their 
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deliberations  were  not  left  free,  and  the  verdict  was  set  aside 
on  motion.  The  course  pursued  by  the  judge  was  deemed 
improper  and  irregular;  not  as  violating  any  rule  of  law 
applicable  to  the  case  to  which  exception  might  be  interposed 
for  error,  but  as  an  irregular  procedure  in  the  conduct  of  the 
trial.  * 

In  CaldweU  agt.  New  Jersey  Steamboat  Co.  (47  N.  Y.^  282) 
the  judge  told  the  jury  that  if  they  did  not  agree  he  would 
feel  it  his  duty  to  keep  them  together  until  Monday,  it  then 
being  Thursday.  This  remark  was  held  to  be  one  relating 
to  the  proper  conduct  of  the  trial,  to  be  considered  and  cor- 
rected on  motion,  not  reviewable  on  bill  of  exceptions ;  that 
it  was  to  be  considered  on  the  same  footing  as  a  motion  to 
set  aside  a  verdict  as  for  misconduct  of  the  jury. 

I  think  the  portions  of  the  judge's  remarks  here  ejubject 
to  criticism,  relate  to  the  manner  in  which  the  jury  should 
take  up  and  consider  the  case.  In  this  view  they  bore  upon 
the  merits  of  the  controversy  and  were,  in  effect,  instructions 
to  guide  them  in  their  deliberations  and  reasonings.  I  do 
not  allude  here  to  all  the  remarks  of  the  learned  judge,  as 
many  of  them  were,  in  my  judgment,  very  proper,  with  a 
view  to  induce  the  jury  to  reach  unanimity;  but  I  refer  to 
such  as  are  open  to  just  criticism.  The  judge  had  a  right,  as 
was  said  in  Oreen  agt.  Telfair ^  to  urge  the  jury  to  an  agree- 
ment and  to  explain  the  theory  of  a  jury  trial,  and  to  show 
how  it  gave  parties  the  mutual  judgment  of  twelve  minds 
upon  the  questions  at  issue ;  and  he  may  direct  their  atten- 
tion to  the  importance  of  an  agreement,  how  that  would  save 
time  and  expense. 

Now,  in  the  case  in  hand,  the  learned  judge  did  all  this, 
as  it  was  right  he  should  do ;  and,  as  is  claimed,  he  did  more: 
that  he  stated,  and  in  effect  instructed  and  directed  the  jury 
that  it  was  better  in  this  case  that  a  verdict  of  doubtful  pro- 
priety be  rendered  than  none  at  all.     This  was  a  statement 

*  The  case  of  Qreen  agt.  Telfair  is  now  questioned  as  authority  {Erwin 
agt.  HarmUon,  50  How.,  32). 
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of  principle,  declared  to  be  applicable  to  this  case  and  bear- 
ing on  th6  merits,  and  if  unsound  was  the  subject  of  an 
exception ;  if  wrong,  it  was  a  wrong  instruction.  It  intro- 
duced, if  erroneous,  an  erroneous  element  for  consideration 
into  the  case,  as  regards  the  merits  of  the  subject  the  jury 
were  to  determine.  It  in  no  way  interfered  with  their  free- 
dom of  action ;  it  involved  no  element  of  coercion  or  intimi- 
dation, or  of  personal  inconvenience,  hence,  it  was  not  «n 
irregularity  in  the  conduct  of  the  trial.  Their  deliberations 
were  left  free,  but  a  rule  or  principle  was  given  them  to  gov- 
ern their  reasoning  in  considering  the  merits  of  the  case,  to 
wit:  that  a  judgment  or  verdict  of  doubtful  propriety  was 
better  than  none  at  all.  This  instruction  was  such  as  might 
well  influence  the  jury  in  making  up  their  verdict  when  con- 
sidering the  merits.  So  it  may  be  argued,  and  must  be  infer- 
red, that  the  jury  acted  u]pon  this  instruction ;  and  this, 
under  the  exception,  raises  a  question  of  law  as  regards  the 
principle  given  them  for  their  guidance.  The  question 
stands,  as  it  seems  to  m$,  like  all  alleged  misdirections  of  the 
judge  to  the  jury,  to  be  reviewed  on  bill  of  exceptions,  not  to 
be  considered  on  motion.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  motion 
must  be  denied,  without  attempting  to  determine  the  sound- 
ness or  unsoundness  of  the  instruction  given  by  the  learned 
judge,  above  considered ;  and  for  the  reason  that  the  grounds 
of  motion  are  such  as  must  be  reviewed  on  bill  of  excep- 
tions. 

Perhaps  there  may  be,  also,  one  or  two  other  remarks 
worthy  of  discussion,  on  alleged  error,  besides  the  one  which 
I  have  above  quoted  and  given  prominence ;  if  so,  they,  too, 
belong  to  the  same  class,  and  must  be  considered  on  bill  of 
exceptions. 

It  is  not  deemed  of  any  importance  that  one  of  the  mov- 
ing affidavits  is  made  by  a  juror.  He  simply  swears  that  the 
remarks  of  the  judge  had  influence  with  the  jurors  in  their 
deliberations.  This  was  no  more  than  what  would  be  neces- 
sarily implied.     The  case  on  this  motion  would  stand  the 


158  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Huntoon  agt.  Russell, 


same,  I  think,  were  the  aflSdavit  of  the  juror  rejected ;  hence, 
the  question  whether  this  affidavit,  being  the  affidavit  of  a 
juror,  can  be  read  to  impeach  the  verdict,  is  without  signifi- 
cance and  need  not  be  examined. 
The  motion  must  be  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 

Note.  —  We  think  this  case  will  have  to  be  considered  as  mi  generis.  Its 
like  will  not  be  found  probably  in  the  whole  history  of  jurisprudence. 
The  wonderful  power  of  analysis  and  of  arithmetic  are  conspicuously 
displayed  in  it.  For  instance  twelve  jurymen  are  disintegrated  and 
brought  down  to  one-twelfth  part  of  a  juror  in  order  to  find  one-twelfth 
part  of  the  verdict,  and  while  in  this  state,  these  particles  of  intelligence, 
by  some  effective  process  not  readily  discovered,  are  brought  into  perfect 
unison  and  accord,  and  by  the  multiplication  of  twelve,  each  juror  becomes 
possessed  of  his  full  stature  as  a  juror,  and  the  whole  twelve  are  ready  to 
walk  into  court  and  render  a  unanimous  verdict.  And  it  will  be  seen 
that  it  is  not  essential  that  such  unanimous  verdict  should  be  according  to 
right  and  justice,  because  it  is  better  that  a  judgment  of  doubtful  pro- 
priety be  rendered  than  none  at  all,  as  the  parties'  rights  are  more  easily 
determined  by  a  doubtftil  judgment  than  by  none  at  all.  It  is  not  discov- 
ered why  this  principle  may  not  apply  to  the  judiciary  as  well  as  to  jurors. 
For  illustration,  three  judges  are  holding  geneAd  tenn  of  their  court;  they 
get  bothered  and  perplexed  over  a  case  under  advisement,  and  finally  agree 
to  resolve  themselves  into  one-third  of  a  judge  each,  for  the  purpose  of 
settling  one-third  of  the  decision,  and  by  this  mysterious  power  of  attraction 
their  reason  and  intelligence  become  perfectly  fused  into  unison,  and  by 
the  multiplication  of  three,  they  find  themselves  reinstated  as  three  full 
and  competent  judges,  ready  to  announce  a  unanimous  decision;  whether 
it  is  of  doubtftil  propriety  or  not  is  of  no  consequence,  as  long  as  it  is  a 
imanimous  decision. 

It  is  to  be  hoped,  for  the  honor  of  the  judiciary  and  the  legal  profession, 
and  the  security  of  trial  by  jury,  that  another  ,Buch  case  may  never  again 
disgrace  the  judicial  records  of  this  state.  —  [Rbp. 
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BROOKLYN  CITY  COURT. 

Joseph  Yowles  agt.  Chables  A.  Mubbat. 

Clam  and  detwery^reeov/Bry  by  drfendant  qf  a  portum-^eoitB, 

In  an  action  to  recorer  the  possession  of  personal  property,  although  the 
Juiy  may  find  in  fayor  of  the  defendant  for  the  greater  portion  thereof, 
yet  if  they  find  in  favor  of  plaintiff  for  any  part  thereof  the  defendant 
is  not  entitled  to  costs. 

And  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  defendant  returns  or  allows  the  property 
to  be  delirered  to  plaintiff  under  the  provisional  writ 

Special  Term^  December^  1875. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  set  aside  taxation  of  a  bill  of  costs 
in  jbvor  of  defendant. 

The  action  (against  a  constable)  was  to  recover  the  posses- 
sion of  certain  sugars,  tea,  a  horse,  wagon,  and  other  articles. 
Plaintiff  issued  the  nsnal  provisional  writ,  and  the  defendant 
not  requiring  the  return  of  the  property  to  him,  it  was  deliv- 
ered to  the  plaintiff. 

At  the  trial,  the  jury  found  in  favor  of  plaintiff  for  the 
sugar,  assessing  its  value  at  eighty  dollars.  And  in  favor  of 
defendant  for  the  other  articles,  assessing  their  value  at  $380. 

The  clerk,  after  taxing  a  bill  of  costs  in  favor  of  plaintiff, 
also  taxed,  under  plaintiff's  objection,  a  bill  of  costs  in  defend- 
ant's favor. 

Plaintiff  thereupon  moved  to  'set  aside  the  taxation  of 
defendant's  bill,  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  not  entitled 
to  costs. 

John,  B.  Leamtt^  for  motion. 
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I.  Since  the  Code,  costs  are  recoverable  only  under  the 
Code,  and  in  accordance  with  its  provisions  {Code^  sec.  303). 

II.  Costs  are  allowed,  of  course,  to  plaintiff  upon  a  recov- 
ery in  actions  to  recover  the  possession  of  personal  property 
{Code^  sec.  304),  subject,  of  course,  to  recovering  no  more 
costs  than  damages,  if  the  recovery  is  under  fifty  dollars. 

III.  A  defendant  is  entitled  to  costs  only  when  a  plaintiff 
is  not  {Code^  sec,  305). 

ly.  That  this  action  is  for  the  recovery  of  personal  property 
will  not  take  it  out  of  the  general  rule.  Such  an  argument  can 
only  rest  on  two  grounds :  {a)  That  plaintiff  does  not  recover 
all  sued  for,  which  proves  too  much,  as  such  argument  would 
apply  in  every  case,  e.  ^.,  if  he  has  ten  causes  of  action  and 
succeeds  but  in  one ;  or  if  he  sues  for  $500  and  recovers 
but  fifty ;  or  brings  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  two 
pieces  of  real  estate  and  succeeds  only  as  to  one.  In  these 
cases  a  defendant  would  not  pretend  to  costs.  (J)  That  in 
the  old  action  of  replevin,  in  a  case  l&e  the  present,  a  defend- 
ant was  entitled  to  costs  also,  and  hence  is  now  (which  was 
the  theory  of  Porter  agt.  WiUett,  14  J.65.,  319).  The  answer 
to  that  is  two-fold :  First.  The  action  of  replevin  is  abolished 
{Codcy  sec.  69).  The  proceedings  of  claims  and  delivery  are 
now  only  a  provisional  remedy  {Code^  title  7,  sec.  206).  Plain- 
tiff might  have  issued  his  summons  without  availing  himself 
of  this  provisional  remedy,  and  if  he  had  defendant  could 
not  have  been  entitled  to  costs.  And  how  can  defendant 
become  entitled  to  costs  because  a  plaintiff  avails  himself  of 
a.provisional  remedy  granted  by  the  statute,  which  statute 
amply  protects  defendant  by  requiring  plaintiff  to  give 
security,  and  allowing  defendant  to  retake  the  property ; 
Second.  Section  304  of  Code  provides,  in  terms,  for  costs,  in 
these  very  actions,  to  recover  possession  of  personal  property, 
and,  under  familiar  rules  of  construction,  the  legislature  must 
be  deemed  to  have  passed  upon  the  whole  subject  of  costs  in 
these  actions ;  and,  not  having  provided  for  such  a  case  as  the 
present,  defendant's  claim  to  costs  is  invalid. 
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3.    C  PlacCy  of  counsel    for  defendant,    oanU'a^   cited 
P<^'ter  agt.  WUleU  (14  Abb.,  319). 

The    Cowrt  (Kbtnoldb,  J.)  adopted   plaintiflPs  view,  and 
granted  the  motion  setting  aside  the  taxation  of  defendant's 
bill  of  costs,  upon  the  grounds  urged  by  plaintiff. 
Vol*  L.  21 
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Annie  E.  Bell,  administratrix,  &c.,  agt  Jane  P.  Spotib 

et  (d.,  administratrix,  &c. 

Negotiable  tecuriUeSy  found  among  papers  of  a  deceased  owner^tohat  efeet 

may  be'gif>en  to  them. 

Where  securities,  such  as  a  due  bill  and  a  promissory  note,  are  found  in 
the  possession  of  a  deceased  at  the  time  of  his  death,  the  presumption 
arising  from  such  possession  is,  that  they  are  evidences  of  indebtedness 
to  the  deceased;  but  this  presumption  may  be  rebutted  by  proof  going 
to  show  a  defense  to  the  admission,  on  the  face  of  the  security,  such  as 
of  its  origin  or  of  the  indebtedness  for  which  it  was  given,  or  of  pay- 
ment of  any  part 

Where  a  due  bill  is  given  which,  on  its  face,  purports  to  be  for  borrowed 
money  and  there  is  no  proof  of  its  origin  nor  evidence  to  show  any 
defense  to  the  admission  in  the  due  bill  that  it  was  for  borrowed  money, 
nor  any  evidence  of  payment,  the  mere  declaration  of  the  holder,  before 
his  death,  that  he  had  no  claim  to  present  against  the  estate  of  the  maker 
of  the  due  bill,  is  not  conclusive  against  the  admission  of  the  due  bilL 

When  a  promissory  note  is  given  by  8.  to  B.,  purporting  to  be  for  value, 
and  it  is  proven  on  the  trial  that  the  note  was  given  for  one-half  of  the 
amount  of  the  purchase-money  in  an  intended  purchase  of  a  steamboat, 
which  purchase  is  not  made  and  carried  out  as  agreed  upon  by  B.  and  8., 
but  subsequently  by  B.  and  M.  C.  &  Co.,  the  condderation  of  the  note 
wholly  fails  by  the  act  of  B.  and  remains  in  his  possession  a  worthless 
paper. 

The  assent  of  8.  to  the  second  agreement,  which  contains  a  clause  that  B. 
and  M.  C.  &  Co.  might  each,  individually,  sell  to  8.  a  one-fourth  of  his 
one-half  share  in  the  boat  whenever  8.  saw  fit  to  take  it  and  could  mske 
the  requisite  payment  (which  8.  was  under  no  obligation  to  do),  does  not 
show  any  interest  of  8.  in  the  boat,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  he 
received  from  B.,  or  from  M.  C.  &  Co.,  such  share  as  the  conditional 
agreement  allowed,  or  that  he  performed  the  conditions  precedent  to  an 
asstmiption  of  an  interest,  viz.,  the  having  it  put  in  his  name  and  making 
the  requisite  payment  therefor.    There  is  no  such  proof  in  this  case. 
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New  York  OmerdL  Term^  NomnJber^  1872. 
Present  —  Ingbaham,  P.  e/".,  Leabnbd,  J. 

TmB  action  was  tried  before  ex-judge  Jno.  Slosson,  referee, 
to  whom  the  cause  was  referred  to  bear  and  determine.  Both 
plaintiff  and  defendant  appealed  from  the  judgment,  and  the 
referee's  report  is  as  follows : 

Facta.  First.  On  the  18th  March,  1858,  the  firm  of  Martin 
Cobb  &  Co.,  of  New  Orleans,  and  Robfrt  A.  Bell  (the  plaintiff's 
intestate)  of  Louisville,  Kentucky,  purchased  at  sheriff's  sale, 
in  New  Orleans,  a  steamboat  called  the  "  Eclipse  "  for  $29,000, 
on  a  credit  ^  twelve  months,  at  five  per  cent  interest.  The 
purchase  was  made  in  the  name  of  Eobert  (not  Robert  A.) 
Bell,  who  gave  his  bond  for  the  purchase-money  with  the 
said  firm  of  Martin  Cobb  &  Co.  as  sureties. 

Second.  On  the  18th  of  March,  1858,  Harry  I.  Spotts,  the 
defendant's  intestate,  at  New  Orleans  aforesaid,  made  and 
delivered  to  said  Robert  A.  Bell  his  promissory  note  of  that 
date,  whereby,' twelve  months  after  date,  he  promised  to  pay 
to  the  order  of  said  Robert  A.  Bell  $15,225,  without  defalcation, 
for  value  received,  negotiable  and  payable  with  eight  per 
cent  interest  from  date  of  maturity.  This  is  one  of  the  notes 
sued  upon  in  this  action,  and  for  the  whole  of  which  the 
plaintiff  claims  judgment. 

The  amount  of  the  note  is  exactly  one-half  of  the  purchase- 
money  of  the  boat,  with  five  per  cent  interest,  added  for  one 
year,  that  being  the  period  of  credit  on  the  purchase. 

Third.  Bell  and  Spotts  had  originally  contemplated  or 
intended  to  purchase  the  boat  on  joint  account,  each  to  be 
interested  one-half,  and  this  note  was  given  by  Spotts  to  Bell 
on  account  of,  or  to  represent  his  one-half  of  the  purchase. 
But  this  arrangement  or  plan  was  not  carried  into  effect. 
The  subject  of  the  purchase  was  introduced  by  Bell  and  Spotts 
to  Martin  Cobb  &  Co.  and  an  agreement  was  entered  into  at 
or  about  the  time  of  the  purchase,  fixing  the  rights  and  interest 
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of  all  three  parties,  which  was  afterward  embodied  in  the 
instrument  of  the  24th  o{  April  1858,  in  the  fifth  finding  of 
fact  set  out. 

Fourth.  Spotts  at  the  time  of  this  purchase  was  insolvent 
and  out  of  employment,  and  he  continued  insolvent  till 
shortly  before  his  death  in  March,  1864.  Robert  A.  Bell  was 
also  at  tliis  time  under  pecuniary  embarrassments  and  con- 
tinued more  or  less  so  until  his  death  in  July,  1865.  All 
three  parties,  especially  Bell  and  Spotts,  appear  to  have  been  on 
terms  of  great  friendship  and  intimacy  with  each  other,  and 
one  object  of  Bell  and  Cobb  in  purchasing  the  boat  was  to 
give  employment  to  Spotts  as  captain  or  master  of  the  vessel. 

Fifth.  On  the  24th  of  April,  1858,  an  instrument  in  writing 
of  that  date,  under  seal,  was  executed  at  New  Orleans,  by  said 
Robert  A.  Bell  and  Martin  Cobb  &  Co.,  by  which  they  were 
to  be  owners  each  of  one-half  of  the  boat  and  the  said  parties 
so  executing  the  instrument  thereby  agreed  that  in  consider- 
ation of  the  said  Harry  I.  Spotts  taking  command  of  said 
boat,  they  would  sell  to  him  for  cash  one-fourth  part  of  said 
boat  whenever  he  might  deem  it  proper  to  have  the  same 
placed  in  his  name  and  could  make  the  requisite  payments. 
It  was  further  agreed  between  said  parties,  including  (as 
expressed  in  said  instrument)  Harry  I.  Spotts,  that  the  boat 
should  for  the  present  stacid  at  the  custom-house  in  the  name 
of  Robert  Bell  (in  whose  name  the  purchase  was  made  as 
aforesaid).  The  parties  signing  the  instrument  (Martin  Cobb 
&  Co.  and  Robert  A.  Bell)  further,  in  and  by  said  instrument 
agreed  to  be  liable  for,  and  provide  if  necessary,  each  one-half 
of  the  purchase-money,  and  any  losses  that  might  occur,  and 
that  they  would  look  individually  to  Harry  I.  Spotts  for  his 
proportion  of  such  purchase  money  and  losses,  that  is  to  say, 
one-eighth  to  each  party.  Spotts  was  not  a  formal  party  to 
the  instrument,  but  was  cognizant  of  and  assenting  to  its 
terms  and  stipulations. 

Sixth.  Spotts  took  command  of  the  said  boat  as  master 
after  her  purchase,  and  ran  her  in  that  capacity  on  the  Mis- 
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sifisippi  and  Ohio  rivers  until  February,  1860,  when  she  was 
wrecked  in  a  hurricane  at  New  Orleans. 

Seventh.  Spotts  never  received  any  transfer  of  the  title  to 
one-fourth  of  the  boat,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  title 
was  ever  out  of  Robert  Bell  or  in  Robert  A.  Bell  and  Martin 
Cobb  &  Co.,  or  either  of  them.  Spotts  was  unable  until 
shortly  before  his  death  to  pay  in  cash  for  one-fourth  of  the 
purchase-money  of  the  boat.  There  is  no  evidence  that  he 
ever  offered  to  pay  for  one-fourth  of  the  boat,  or  demanded 
that  the  title  to  that  extent  should  be  placed  in  his  name. 

Eighth.  There  was  a  total  loss  on  the  whole  adventure  of 
$38,498.49,  which  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement  of  24th  of 
April,  1858,  would  fall  equally  in  the  first  instance  on  Robert 
A.  Bell  and  Martin  Cobb  &  Co.  in  respect  to  the  entire 
adventure.  On  that  occasion  Spotts  produced  and  exhibited 
to  Martin  Cobb  &  Co.  a  statement  showing  that  Robert  A. 
Bell  had  expended  on  account  of  the  boat  $19,258,662  he 
stated  that  Bell  had  expended  that  amount  for  the  boat,  and 
that  that  sum  was  the  balance  due  him,  and  I  so  find  the 
fact  to  be.  On  that  statement  an  account  was  made  up  be- 
tween Spotts  and  Martin  Cobb  &  Co.  to  ascertain  and  show 
the  amount  due  the  latter,  which  was  then  adjusted  at  the 
same  amount,  $19,258.66;  the  insurance  moneys  of  the  boat, 
$15,000,  had  been  received  by  Martin  Cobb  &  Co*. ;  the  hull 
of  the  boat  had  been  purchased  by  Spotts  and  one  Benedict 
for  $12,000;  and  Spotts  had  paid  to  Martin  Cobb  &  Co. 
$3,000,  being  one-half  of  his  one-half  of  the  purchase-money 
of  the  hull.  This  amount  was  credited  to  Spotts  and  Spotts 
settled  with  that  firm  for  one-fourth  of  the  balance  due  them 
by  giving  his  note  for  the  same,  to  wit,  for  the  sum  of 
$4,062.31. 

Ninth.  There  was  never  any  accounting  in  respect  to  the 
boat  between  Martin  Cobb  &  Co.,  and  Bell  and  Spotts,  or 
between  any  of  them,  other  than  the  above  between  Spotts 
and  Martin  Cobb  <fe  Co. 

Tenth.  On  the  10th  of  February,  1860,  Harry  I.  Spotts, 
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at  Louisville,  Kentucky,  made  and  delivered  to  Robert  A. 
Bell  his  due  bill,  whereby  he  acknowledged  that  there  was 
due  from  him  to  said  Bell  $2,000  for  borrowed  money.  No 
time  of  payment  is  named  in  the  due  bill.  No  part  of  this 
sum  has  ever  been  paid.  This  due  bill,  or  note,  is  also 
claimed  in  this  action  as  due  the  plaintiff  from  Spotts' 
estate. 

Eleventh.  The  note  of  $15,225  has  never  been  paid,  or 
any  part  thereof. 

Twelfth.  At  the  date  of  the  above  transaction  Spotts 
resided  at  Louisville  aforesaid.  He  removed  from  thence  to 
New  York  in  1863,  where  he  continued  to  reside  until  March, 
1864,  when  he  died.  Robert  A.  Bell  resided  in  Louisville 
aforesaid,  and  died  in  the  city  of  New  York  in  July,  1865. 
The  plaintiff  in  this  action  was  subsequently  duly  appointed 
administratrix  of  his  estate  by  the  surrogate  of  New  York, 
and  the  defendants  were  duly  appointed,  by  said  surrogate, 
administrator  and  administratrix  of  the  estate  of  Harry  I. 
Spotts,  after  his  death.    . 

On  these  facts,  my  conclusions  of  law  are  as  follows : 

First.  In  respect  to  the  note  of  $15,225,  it  having  been 
given  for  one-half  interest  in  the  boat,  the  consideration  of 
it  has  wholly  failed,  by  reason  of  the  arrangement  entered 
into  between  the  parties,  expressed  in  the  agreement  of 
April  24th,  1858.  The  plaintiff,  as  representing  Robert  A. 
Bell,  is  bound  by  the  terms  of  that  agreement,  executed  by 
him  and  Martin  Cobb  &  Co.,  by  which  the  entire  ownership 
of  the  beat  is  declared  to  be  in  said  Robert  A.  Bell  and  Mar- 
tin Cobb  &  Co. ;  and  Spotts  wa^  to  have  an  election  to 
become  part  owner  with  them,  to  the  extent  of  one-fourth, 
whenever  he  might  deem  it  proper  to  have  the  title  to  said 
one-fourth  placed  in  his  name,  and  would  pay,  in  cash,  one- 
fourth  of  the  purchase-money  of  the  boat.  Until  these  con- 
ditions were  complied  with  Spotts  could  not  have  claimed  an 
ownei-ship  in  the  boat,  nor  any  share  in  its  earnings ;  neither, 
on  the  other  hand,  could  Bell  or  Martin  Cobb  A  Co.,  have 
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enforced  payment  from  Spotta  of  one-fonrth  of  the  porchaee- 
money  of  the  boat. 

The  dauee  in  the  agreement  by  which  Bell  and  Martin 
Cobb  &  Co.,  agreed  to  look  individually  to  Spotts  for  his 
proportion  of  the  loesee,  one-eighth  to  each  party,  conld  not, 
on  any  fair  construction  of  the  agreement,  bind  Spotts, 
although  he  was  cognizant  of  and  assenting  to  that  agreement, 
unless  he  should  become  owner  of  one-fourth  of  the  boat, 
according  to  the  aforesaid  conditions. 

Second.  The  settlement  with  Martin  Cobb  &  Co.  was, 
undoubtedly,  an  admission  by  Spotts  that  he  was  liable  to 
that  firm  for  the  amount  for  which  he  gave  his  note  on  that 
occasion ;  but  Bobert  A.  Bell  was  not  a  party  to  that  settle- 
ment, and  was  not  included  by  it,  as  to  the  amount  of  expen- 
ditures and  losses  then  agreed  upon  between  those  parties ; 
nor  could  he  have  enforced  a  like  payment  from  Spotts  on  the 
ground  of  the  admission  so  made  to  Martin  Cobb  &  Co. 
As  between  Spotts  and  Martin  Cobb  &  Co.,  it  may  be  that 
Spotts  was,  for  some  reason,  willing  to  concede  ownership, 
or  liability  without  ownership,  for  one-fourth  the  losses  on 
his  part,  but  such  concession  would  not  avail  Bell  in  the 
absence  of  the  other  evidence  to  show  such  ownership. 

Third.  In  respect,  therefore,  to  the  note  of  $15,225,  the 
defendants  are  entitled  to  judgment  that  the  complaint  be 
dismissed,  and  I  so  adjudge. 

Fourth.  In  respect  to  the  due  bill  or  note  for  $2,000,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  therefor,  with  interest  from  its 
date  to  the  date  of  this  report,  amounting  in  all  to  $3,564.52, 
together  with  the  costs  of  this  action,  to  be  levied  out  of 
the  estate  of  the  said  Harry  I.  Spotts,  and  I  so  adjudge. 

And  thereupon  the  plaintiff  duly  requests  the  referee  to 
find  the  following  further  conclusions  of  facts  and  of  law. 

Fads.  Thirteenth.  The  understanding  or  arrangement  on 
the  part  of  Harry  I.  Spotts  and  between  him  and  Robert 
A.  Bell,  under  which  the  ^'  Eclipse''  was  purchased,  was  that 
the  parties  interested  therein  should  be  as  follows : 
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Martin  Cobb,  &  Co.,  one-half;  Robert  A.  BeD,  one-halfl 
That  one-half,  however  to  really  belong  to  Harry  I.  Spotts, 
being  held  for  him  by  Bobert  A.  Bell  and  the  $15,225,  note 
which  represents  the  half  costs,  with  interest,  as  provided  in 
the  terms  of  sale,  was  given  by  Spotts  to  Bell,  to  reimburse 
him  the  one-half  of  the  cost  provided  by  him. 

Fourteenth.  That  subsequently  was  made  the  arrangement 
showQ  by  the  agreement  of  April  24th,  1858. 

Fifteenth.  That  notwithstanding  the  agreement  of  April 
24:th,  1858,  as  between  Robert  A.  Bell  and  Harry  I.  Spotts, 
Mr.  Bell  continued  to  represent  the  half  interest  in  the 
"  Eclipse "  solely  for  account  of  Harry  I.  Spotts  who  was 
entitled  to  the  earnings  and  responsible  for  the  losses  thereof. 

Sixteenth.  That  the  original  arrangment  under  which  the 
note  was  given  was  modified  by  the  arrangement  shown 
by  the  agreement  of  April  24th,  1858,  and  the  liability  of 
Harry  I.  Spotts  on  the  pote  reduced  proportionately. 

Seventeenth.  (If  the  referee  finds  the  fifteenth  omit  the 
seventeenth.)  That  from  execution  of  the  agreement  of  April 
24th,  1858,  by  l^he  permission  of  Robert  A.  Bell,  Harry  I. 
Spotts  became  interested  in  the  one-fourth  of  Mr.  Bell's  half 
of  the  "  Eclipse  "  provided  to  be  sold  to  him,  and  responsi- 
ble to  that  extent  for  all  losses. 

Eighteenth.  That  Harry  I.  Spotts,  in  his  lifetime,  told  the 
witness  Sturgeon  that  he  did  have  an  understood  interest  in 
the  *'  Eclipse."  The  referee  does  find,  in  answer  to  this 
request,  that  Harry  I.  Spotts,  in  his  lifetime,  told  the 
witness  Stuigeon  that  he  did  have  an  understood  interest  in 
"  Eclipse  "  to  the  extent  of  one-quarter,  but  that  the  witness 
was  not  positive;  his  interest  might  have  been  different 
from  one-quarter,  but  that  was  the  recollection  of  witness. 

Nineteenth.  That  the  understood  interest  which  Harry  I. 
Spotts  told  the  witness  Sturgeon  he  did  liave  in  the 
"  Eclipse "  referred  to  the  one-quarter  which  he  had  the 
right  to  acquire  under  the  agreement  of  April  24th,  1858. 

Zaw.  Fifth.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  upon 
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the  said  promissory  note,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of 
eight  per  cent  per  annum  from  March  16th,  1859. 

Sixth.  That  the  one-fourth  of  the  $19,258.66,  so  paid  out 
by  the  said  Bobert  A.  Bell,  is  $4,814.66,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  judgment  therefor,  with  interest. 

Jolm  E.  Pa/raonSj  for  plaintifE. 

Joeeph  H,  DukeSj  for  defendant 

Ingbaham,  p.  J,  —  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  the 
amount  of  a  note  and  of  a  due  bill,  made  by  H.  I.  Spotts, 
deceased.  Various  defenses  were  set  up  in  the  answer,  viz. : 
A  general  denial,  payment,  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  a 
partnership  between  the  parties,  out  of  which  the  note  and 
due  bill  originated. 

The  referee  found  for  the  plaintifE  as  to  the  due  bill,  and 
against  the  plaintiff  on  the  note.  Both  parties  have  appealed, 
the  one  as  to  the  finding  on  the  due  bill,  and  the  other  as  to 
the  finding  on  the  note. 

Both  of  the  securities  were  in  possession  of  the  deceased  at 
the  time  of  his  death.  The  presumption  arising  from  such 
possession  is  that  they  were  evidences  of  indebtedness  to  Bell, 
the  intestate  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  due  bill,  on  its  face,  purports  to  be  for  borrowed 
money ;  there  is  no  proof  as  to  its  origin,  or  the  indebtedness 
for  it  or  payment  of  any  part., 

The  referee  finds  the  making  and  delivery  of  the  due  bill 
by  Spotts  to  Bell,  and  that  no  part  of  it  has  ever  been  paid. 

The  defense  rests  entirely  on  the  statements  of  Bell,  when 
spoken  to  about  putting  in  his  claims  against  the  estate  of 
Spotts;  that  he  had  no  claim  to  present,  and  his  refusal 
daring  his  life  to  ma&e  any  claim  against  the  estate.  He 
did,  notwithstanding,  speak  of  some  claim  against  Spotts, 
which  he  thought  he  ought  to  have,  but  declared  he  had  none 
to  present. 

Vol.  L  22 
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'  It  is  also  urged  that  Bell's  pecuniary  condition  at  this 
time  was  not  good,  and  that  he  would  not  have  so  acted  if 
these  amounts  were  reallj  due.  On  the  other  hand,  there 
was  the  due  bill,  stating  the  consideration,  the  relationship 
between  Bell  and  Mrs.  Spotts  the  widow,  and  the  want  of 
any  specific  agreement  with  Spotts  as  to  the  sale  of  the 
steamer,  which  may  have  been  sufficient  reasons  why  he 
would  not  then  make  a  claim  on  either  security. 

There  is  no  clear  evidence  to  show  any  defense  that  would 
be  conclusive  against  the  admission  in  the  due  bill  that  it  was 
for  borrowed  money,  nor  any  evidence  of  payment. 

All  the  evidence  regarding  this  due  bill  presented  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  for  the  decision  of  the  referee. 

There  has  been  nothing  urged  on  the  part  of  the  defense 
that  would  warrant  us  in  setting  aside  his  decision,  so  far  as 
relative  to  the  due  bilL 

This  disposes  of  the  appeal  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
as  to  the  amount  for  which  the  plaintiff  has  obtained  judg- 
ment. 

The  plaintiff  appeals  from  the  decision  of  the  referee  upon 
the  ground  that  he  improperly  rejected  the  claim  to  recover 
upon  the  note  of  $15,225. 

In  regard  to  this  note  there  are  facts  in  evidence  which 
tend  to  explain  its  origin. 

The  referee  finds  such  to  have  been,  an  intended  purchase 
of  the  steamship  '^  Eclipse,"  one-half  of  which  was  to  be  for 
Spotts ;  and  this  note  was  given  to  represent  the  one-half  so 
intended  to  belong  to  Spotts.  That  this  note  was  to  reim- 
burse Bell,  who  had  to  provide  for  that  half  on  account  of 
Spotts ;  that  the  note  in  suit  was  given  for  one-half  of  the 
amount  of  the  purchase-money,  with  the  interest  added  up  to 
the  time  of  payment  The  purchase  was  made  by  Bell,  on 
his  own  responsibility,  with  Martin  Cobb  &  Co.  as  his 
sureties. 

He  also  finds  that  this  arrangement  fell  through  in  couse- 
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qnence  of  a  new  agreement,  made  on  the  24th  April,  1858, 
iking  the  rights  and  interests  of  all  the  parties. 

Upon  this  branch  of  the  case  I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  referee  was  right. 

The  note  never  effected  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
intended ;  and  if  Bell  and  Spotts  had  at  first  arranged  to 
boy  the  steamboat  for  their  joint  interest  and  the  purchase 
made  had  been  so  intended,  the  changes  by  the  agreement  of 
24th  of  April,  1868,  which  was  evidently  to  satisfy  Martin 
Cobb  &  Co.  as  to  their  liabilities  as  sureties  on  the  pur- 
chase, altered  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  all  the  parties. 

By  that  agreement  which,  although  purporting  to  be  with 
the  assent  of  Spotts,  is  only  signed  by  Bell  and  Martin  Cobb 
&  Co.,  the  ownership  of  the  boat  is  to  one-half  in  Martin 
Cobb  &  Co.,  and  one-half  in  Bell. 

The  parties  then  agreed,  in  consideration  of  Spotts  taking 
command  of  the  boat,  that  the  owners  would  sell  him  one- 
fourth  of  the  said  boat  whenever  "  he  may  deem  proper  to 
have  the  same  placed  in  his  name,  and  could  make  the  requi- 
site payments." 

As  Bell  was  at  this  time  owner  of  the  boat,  he  had  the 
power  to  make  this  agreement  with  his  sureties  on  the  pur- 
chase, but  even  if  this  was  doubted,  the  subsequent  act  of 
Spotts  in  taking  the  command,  and  the  settlement  of  Spotts 
with  Martin  Cobb  &  Co.,  for  the  one-eighth  purchase  of  them, 
would  be  sufficient  evidence  to  show  the  assent  of  Spotts  to 
this  agreement. 

It  is  not  material  to  inquire  whether  Spotts  and  BeU  ever 
completed  the  arrangement  for  transferring  the  one-eighth 
from  Bell  to  Spotts. 

Whether  such  purchase  was  completed  or  not  would  be 
immaterial  on ,  an  inquiry  into  the  consideration  of  the  note 
in  suit. 

That  note  was  evidently  given  to  buy  for  Spotts  one-half 
of  the  steamer  with  Bell. 

That  purchase  was  never  completed  as  agreed  on,  or  if  the 
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purchase  of  Bell  could  be  so  considered,  it  was  abandoned 
by  the  making  of  the  agreement  of  24th  of  April,  1858.  On 
the  execution  of  that  agreement  the  whole  consideration  of 
the  note  failed. 

Spotts  had  no  interest  in  the  vessel  beyond  a  conditional 
agreement  to  sell  him  one-quarter  of  it  whenever  he  deemed 
proper  to  take  it,  and  could  pay  for  it,  and  which  he  was 
under  no  obligation  ever  to  perform. 

There  is  no  proof  that  he  ever  received  from  Bell  such 
share  in  Bell's  half,  or  that  any  thing  ever  passed  between 
them,  as  to  such  interest,  afterward  even  if  it  was  thereafter 
completed  it  could  form  no  consideration  for  the  note  in  suit. 
That  consideration  had  entirely  failed  by  act  of  Bell,  and  the 
note  remained  in  Bell's  possession  as  worthless  paper,  which 
could  not  have  vitality  imparted  to  it  by  any  subsequent 
agreement. 

Whether  or  not  Spotts  ever  became  liable  to  Bell  for  any 
part  of  the  steamer,  under  the  agreement,  is  not  in  proof. 

If  he  did,  the  right  to  recover  upon  such  liability  can  in 
no  wise  be  enforced  in  this  action. 

These  views  fully  explain  the  cause  of  Bell  in  refusing  to 
enforce  a  claim  on  this  note  against  the  estate  of  Spotts.  He 
knew  the  note  had  not  been  used  for  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  given,  and  he  could  make  no  claim  thereon,  although  he 
said  he  was  entitled  to  a  portion  of  it  as  much  as  Cobb  was. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  the  speculation  in  the  boat 
had  failed  and  been  attended  with  a  total  loss.  Bell  may  well 
have  thought,  in  equity,  he  was  entitled  to  the  same  that 
Spotts  had  allowed  to  Martin  Cobb  &  Co.,  and  he  so  asserted. 
Whether  this  was  so  or  not  the  note  in  suit  could  in  no  way 
be  used  for  its  collection. 

Both  findings  appealed  from  are  correct,  and  the  judgment 
must  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Learned,  J.,  concurring. 
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TTinTED  STATES  DISTKICT  COURT. 

The  Pbovidenoe  County  Savings  Bank,  Olney  Abnold  and 
Alfred  H.  Littlefield  agt.  Jonathan  T.  Fbost,  as  trustee 
in  bankruptcy  of  EHas  Hotchkiss,  and  The  United  States 
Tbust  Company  of  New  Tobk. 

*  * 

Promi8sory  notes,  made  payable^  dated  and  indorsed  in  this  state,  sent  by  the 
maker  to  another  state,  where  thoy  a/re  discounted  for  him,  the  contra/^  made 
by  the  maker  by  means  of  the  notes  is  made  in  the  other  state. 

Where  E.  H.,  a  resident  of  New  York,  made  five  promissory  notes,  dated 
March  14, 1878,  and  payahle  one  year  after  date,  to  the  order  of  O.  A.,, 
at  the  Ball's  Head  Bank,  New  York,  and  indorsed  by  O.  A.  &  A.  H.  L., 
both  residents  of  Rhode  Island,  two  for  $12,500  each,  one  for  $8,000, 
and  two  for  $1,500  each.  To  secure  the  payment  of  the  whole  sum, 
$31,000,  the  maker  executed  and  delivered  a  chattel  mortgage  to  0.  A., 
hearing  even  date  with  the  notes,  upon  his  hotel  property  in  New  York. 

For  the  three  notes  amounting  to  $'^8,000,  the  bank  in  Rhode  Island  that 
discounted  them  for  the  maker  gave,  at  its  place  of  business,  for  him,  the 
sum  of  $25,000,  the  note  for  $8,000  representing  the  interest  on  the 
$25,000  for  one  year.  The  two  notes  for  $1,500  each  were  made  as  com- 
pensation to  O.  A.  &  A.  H.  L.  severally,  for  indorsing  the  three  notes  which 
the  bank  discounted.  O.  A.  acted  as  agent  of  the  maker  in  getting  the  dis- 
count The  indorsements  were  made  after  the  arrangement  with  the 
bank  for  discounting,  but  before  the  $25,000  was  paid  over  for  the 
maker. 

Eleldj  that  the  contracts  jmade  by  the  maker,  by  means  of  the  notes,  were 
made  in  Rhode  Island,  and  not  in  New  York.  In  legal  effect,  he  made 
the  notes  in  Rhode  Island  at  the  time  when  the  three  notes  were  passed 
and  discounted  by  the  bank.  As  the  rate  of  interest  taken  upon  the 
discounting  of  the  whole  five  notes  was  lawfbl  according  to  the  laws  of 
that  state,  the  whole  transaction  was  valid. 

Southern  District  of  New  York^  Janua/ry^  1876. 

This  is  a  suit  in  equity  brought  to  establish  a  claim  fpr 
$31,000  and  interest  against  the  estate  of  Elias  Hotchkiss,  a 
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bankrupt,  adjudicated  such  by  this  court,  and  to  have  applied 
to  the  payment  of  such  claim  the  proceeds  of  certain  property 
which  are  on  deposit  subject  to  the  control  of  this  court  as  a 
court  of  bankruptcy. 

F.  Jf.  Bangsy  for  plaintiffs. 

J,  E,  Ludden^  for  trustee. 

Van  Winkle,  Candler  dk  Jay,  for  United  States  Trust 
Company. 

Blatchpobd,  J,  —  The  claim  arises  upon  five  promissory 
notes  made  by  the  bankrupt.  Two  of  them,  for  $12,500 
each,  and  one  of  them  for  $3,000,  are  held  and  owned  by  the 
Providence  County  Savings  Bank,  one  of  the  plaintifls,  which 
is  a  corporation  created  under  the  laws  of  Bhode  Island,  and 
located  and  doing  business  in  that  state.  The  fourth  note, 
for  $1,600,  is  held  and  owned  by  the  plaintiff  Arnold  ;  and 
the  fifth  note  for  $1,500,  is  held  and  owned  by  the  plaintiff 
Littlefield.  The  five  notes  are  all  of  them  dated  "New 
York,  March  14,  1873,"  and  payable  one  year  after  date  "  to 
the  orderofOlney  Arnold,"  at  Bull's  Head  Bank,  and  signed 
by  Elias  Hotchkiss  and  indorsed  "  Gluey  Arnold  "  and  "  A. 
H.  Littlefield."  Arnold  and  Littlefield  were  duly  charged  as 
indorsers  upon  the  three  notes  held  by  the  bank.  Arnold 
was  duly  charged  as  indorser  upon  the  note  held  by  Little- 
field, and  Littlefield  was  duly  charged  as  indorser  upon  the 
note  held  by  Arnold.  To  secure  the  payment  of  these  five 
notes,  Hotchkiss  executed  and  delivered  to  Arnold  on  the 
14th  of  March,  1873,  a  chattel  mortgage,  which  was  filed  on 
the  next  day  in  the  oflSce  of  the  register  of  deeds,  &c.,  of  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York,  covering  certain  property  then 
in  a  hotel  kept  by  Hotchkiss  in  the  city  of  New  York. 
Hotchkiss  resided  in  New  York  and  signed  the  notes  and 
mortgage  there.    Arnold  and  Littlefield  resided  in  Bhode 
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Island.  The  mortgaged  property  has  been  sold  by  this  court 
as  a  court  of  bankrnptcy,  and  the  disposition  of  the  proceeds, 
which  are  on  deposit  in  the  United  States  Trust  Company, 
depends  upon  the  result  of  this  suit  The  defendant  Frost, 
who  is  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  of  Hotchkiss,  claims  that 
tbe  transaction  was  a  New  York  transaction  and  is  void  for 
usury.  The  plaintiffs  claim  that  it  was  a  Khode  Island  trans- 
action and  valid. 

For  the  three    notes  held    by  the  bank,  amounting   to 

$28,000,  it  gave,  at  its  place  of  business  in  Pawtucket,  Bhode 

Island,  the  sum  of  $25,000,  the  note  for  $3,000  representing 

the  interest  on  the  $25,000  for  one  year.     It  gave  that  sum 

as  discounting  the  three  notes  for  Hotchkiss,  and  not  for  the 

indorsers.    The  application  to  the  bank  for  the  discount  was 

made  at  the  bank  in  Ehode  Island  by  Arnold  in  person,  who 

was  treasurer  of  the  bank  and  one  of  its  trustees,  and  who 

stated  at  the  time  that  the  application  was  made  on  behalf  of 

Hotchkiss.    Hotchkiss  was  not  in  Rhode  Island  personally. 

littlefield  was  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  bank.     The  two 

notes  for  $1,500  each  were  made  as  compensation  to  Arnold 

tmd  Littlefield  severally  for  indorsing  the  three  notes  which 

Ihe  bank  discounted.     The  five  notes  were  indorsed  in  Bhode 

Island  by  Arnold  and    by  Littlefield.      The  discount  was 

arranged  for  with  the  bank  before  the  notes  were  indorsed, 

and  the  $25,000  were  paid  by  the  bank  after  the  notes  were 

indorsed.     Littlefield's'  indorsement  on    each  note   follows 

that  of  Arnold.    He  did  not  give  Arnold  anything  for  the 

notes  in  money  or  otherwise,  nor  did  he  give  Hotchkiss  any 

thing  for  the  notes.    At  the  time  Arnold  and   Littlefield 

agreed  in  writing  with  each  other,  that  they  should  be  holders 

to  each  other  equally  for  the  five  notes,  and  should  share 

equally  any  loss  upon  the  notes,  and  that  the   mortgage, 

though  made    in   the  name  of  Arnold,  should  be  held  as 

security  for  the  benefit  of  both  of  them  equally.    Littlefield 

knew  at  the  time  that  the  notes  were  discounted  by  the  bank 

for  Hotchkiss.    It  was  understood  at  the  time  by  Littlefield 
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that  there  was  no  coDBideration  for  the  notes  as  between 
Arnold  and  Hotchkiss,  and  sach  was  the  &ct 

On  these  facts  it  must  be  held  that  the  contracts  made  by 
Hotchkiss,  by  means  of  the  notes,  were  made  in  Rhode  Island 
and  not  in  new  York.  The  case  is  entirely  like  that  of 
Tilden  agt.  Blai/r  (21  WaUace^  241).  Hotchkiss  made  the 
notes  in  New  York,  and  it  may  be  conceded,  for  the  parposes 
of  this  case,  that  the  notes  were  made  payable  at  a  bank  in 
New  York ;  but  the  notes  were  not  operative  notes,  as  against 
Hotchkiss,  until  the  three  which  the  bank  discounted  were 
negotiated.  Hotchkiss  sent  these  three  notes  to  Rhode 
Island  to  have  them  there  indorsed  and  negotiated.  The 
form  of  th^  notes  and  of  the  mortgage  shows  that  Hotchkiss 
constituted  Arnold  his  agent  to  accomplish  that  result. 
While  the  three  notes,  which  the  bank  discounted,  remained 
in  the  hands  of  Arnold,  Hotchkiss  was  not  holden  upon  any 
contract.  Arnold  had  no  rights  as  against  Hotchkiss,  but  he 
was  authorized  to  procure  the  three  notes  to  be  discounted, 
and  thereby  to  initiate  a  liability  not  only  of  himself  as 
indorser  but  of  Hotchkiss.  It  is,  therefore,  immaterial  that 
Hotchkiss  resided  in  New  York,  or  made  the  notes  in  New 
York,  or  made  them  payable  in  New  York.  In  legal  effect 
he  made  the  notes  in  Rhode  Island  at  the  time  when  the 
three  notes  were  passed  to  and  discounted  by  the  bank. 
Before  the  notes  had  any  operation,  or  became  notes,  Hotch- 
kiss had  sent  them  to  Rhode  Island  to  have  the  three  notes 
discounted  there,  and,  it  must  be  presumed,  at  such  a  rate  of 
discount  as  by  the  law  of  that  state  was  allowable.  The  rate 
in  fact  reserved  was  lawful  in  Rhode  Island ;  and  the  trans- 
action being  lawful  and  valid  as  to  the  three  notes  discoun- 
ted by  the  bank  is  lawful  and  valid  as  to  the  other  two 
notes. 

There  must  be  a  decree  that  the  notes  in  question  are  valid 
and  provable  against  the  estate  of  Hotchkiss  as  debts  secured 
by  the  mortgage  in  question ;  that  the  bank  is  entitled  to 
have  the  funds  in  question  applied  first  toward  paying  the 
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the  notes  for  $28,000,  and  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate 
of  six  per  cent  per  annum ;  that  Arnold  and  Littlefield  are 
entitled  to  have  the  residae  of  such  funds  applied  toward 
the  payment  of  the  two  notes  held  by  them,  with  like 
interest,  share  and  share  alike ;  that  Arnold  and  Littlefield 
are  entitled  to  be  admitted  as  general  creditors  for  such 
balances,  if  any,  as  shall  remain  unpaid  of  their  respective 
claims ;  and  that  the  costs  of  the  plaintiffs  and  of  the  Fnited 
States  Trust  Company  be  paid  out  of  the  general  funds  of 
estate  in  the  hands  of  the  trustee. 

Kon. — It  wovld  Mem  to  a  person  not  familiar  with  the  usury  laws  of 
otha  states  that  a  bonus  of  $6,000,  paid  to  get  an  accommodation  note  dis- 
counted for  $35,000,  for  one  year,  was  some  evidence  of  usury  in  any  state 
where  such  contract  was  made.  United  States  courts,  however,  are  the 
proper  forums  to  settle  such  questions. — [Rbp. 

V0L.-L  23 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Ohables  G.  Clabk  agt.  Martha  E.  Coles,  executrix,  et  (d, 

Demurren  to  oompUUntfor  improper  joiTtder  of  actions, 

k  complaint  against  an  executrix  as  such,  and  also  against  her  indiyidu' 
ally  to  compel  her  to  apply  the  income  of  the  estate  to  tiie  payment  of 
taxes  and  assessments  already  accrued,  and  thereafter  to  accrue,  upon 
certain  unproductive  real  estate  of  the  testator,  unites  two  diatinct  causee 
of  action  and  cannot  be  sustained  where  it  appears: 

First  That  there  was  no  trust  in  the  executrix,  as  executrix  under  the 
will;  and  that  while  authorized  by  the  will  to  lease,  sell  and  .dispose  of 
all  or  any  part  of  the  real  estate  of  the  testator,  she  was  not  required  to 
do  so.  These  powers  might  be  exercised,  by  the  terms  of  the  will,  by 
the  executrix  at  her  discretion. 

Second,  That  the  devise  of  the  income  of  the  estate  was  directly  to  the 
widow,  the  executrix,  without  the  intervention  of  a  trustee.  Under  the 
will  she  was  entitled  to  collect  and  receive,  as  devisee  and  legatee,  all 
such  income.  To  reach  such  income  received  by  her,  or  to  enforce  a 
liability  against  her  as  devisee  or  legatee  thereof,  affects  her  not  as 
executrix  but  individually. 

The  complaint  therefore  requires  different  judgments  and  must  be  con- 
sidered bad  on  demurrer. 

Special  Term,  October^  1876. 

Thb  plaintiff  is  the  husband  of  Elizabeth  C  Olark, 
deceased,  who  was  one  of  the  children  of  Isaac  U.  Coles, 
deceased ;  and  this  action  is  bronght  against  his  widow,  Mar- 
tha E.  Coles,  as  his  executrix,  and  also  individaalljr,  and 
against  Edward  Coles  and  William  H.  Neilson,  as  his  execu- 
tors, to  compel  them  to  apply  the  income  of  his  estate  to  the 
payment  of  taxes  and  assessments  already  accraed  and  here- 
after to  accrue  upon  certain  unproductive  real  estate  in  Jer- 
sey City  in  the  state  of  New  Jersey. 
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The  8aid  testator  died  seized  and  possessed  of  an  nndivided 
one-fifth  part  of  certain  lands  in  New  Jersey,  of  whidh  the 
real  estate  in  question  is  a  part,  and  by  his  last  will  and  tes- 
tament, which  by  express  stipulation  is  made  a  part  of  the 
complaint,  devised  the  same,  together  with  all  the  rest  and 
resklne  of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  after  the  payment  of 
his  debts  and  certain  specific  legacies,  to  his  said  widow,  dur- 
ing her  life  or  widowhood,  with  reminder  to  his  children 
in  fee. 

About  the  year  1861,  by  the  decree  of  the  court  of  chan- 
cery of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  in  a  suit  brought  therein 
for  the  partition  of  said  lands  among  the  different  owners 
thereof,  a  certain  one-fifth  part  of  said  lands  was  divided  and 
set  apart  as  and  for  the  share  of  the  children  of  the  said  tes- 
tator, who  were  all  daughters,  subject  to  the  life  estate  of  their 
mother,  the  said  Martha  Ellery  Coles,  under  the  said  will. 

On  or  about  the  1st  day  of  May,  1865,  the  surviving  daugh- 
ters of  the  said  testator,  who  were  all  of  age,  united  in 
exchanging  partition  deeds  of  the  said  real  estate,  so  held  by 
them  in  common,  under  the  said  decree,  subject  to  the  life 
estate  of  the  said  Martha  Ellery  Coles  therein ;  and  in  this 
way  the  said  Elizabeth  C.  Clark,  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff, 
became  vested  in  severalty  with  the  premises  which  are 
described  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  complaint  in  this 
action,  subject  to  the  life  estate  of  the  said  Martha  Ellery 
Coles  therein ;  and  at  the  death  of  the  said  Elizabeth  C. 
Clark,  she  left  a  will  by  which  she  devised  these  lands  to  her 
husband,  the  plaintiff  in  this  action. 

Since  the  said  amicable  partition,  large  amounts  of  taxes 
and  assessments  have  accumulated  upon  the  said  lands  so  con- 
veyed by  partition  deed  to  the  said  Elizabeth  C.  Clark,  and 
said  lands  have  been  sold  for  said  taxes  and  assessments;  and 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey  the  right  to  redeem 
said  lands  may  at  any  time  be  cut  off  by  the  giving  of  a  cer- 
tain notice;  and  thereaft:er,  unless  the  same  are  redeemed 
within  six  months,  the  right  to  redeem  is  forever  barred. 
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The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendants  have  been 
requested  to  pay  said  taxes  and  asseasments  and  to  redeem 
said  lands  from  the  sales  therefor,  but  that  they  refuse  so 
to  do. 

The  complaint  also  alleges  that  besides  the  said  unproduc- 
tive real  estate  in  New  Jersey,  the  testator  died  seized  and 
possessed  of  certain  real  and  personal  estate  in  the  state  of 
New  York,  which  is  productive,  and  that  the  income  of  said 
estate  is  more  than  sufiScient  to  pay  the  said  taxes  and  assess- 
ments, but  that  the  defendants  have  wrongfully  applied  and 
used  the  whole  of  the  gross  sum  of  said  income  to  and  for 
the  personal  use  and  benefit  of  *the  said  Martha  Ellery 
Coles. 

WheeUr  H.  Pechham^  for  plaintiff. 

Coles  Morris  c&  Michad  H.  Cardozo^  for  defendant. 

Van  Voest,  J.  —  The  ground  of  demurrer  assigned  by  the 
executors  and  executrix  is,  that  the  complaint  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  against  them 
as  such. 

The  terms  of  the  will  of  Isaac  TJ.  Coles,  deceased,  and  the 
powers  and  duties  of  the  executors  and  executrix,  thereunder 
have  already  had  some  consideration  by  this  court  {Clark  agt. 
Coles,  48  How.  Pr.,  266). 

Wkstbbook,  J.,  there  held,  in  substance,  that  there  was  no 
trust  in  the  defendants,  as  executors  and  executrix,  under  the 
will.  And,  further,  that  the  executors  and  executrix,  while 
authorized  by  the  will  to  lease,  sell  and  dispose  of  all  or  any 
part  of  the  real  estate  of  the  testator,  are  not  required  to  do 
so.  The  powers  enumerated  might  be  exercised  by  them,  by 
the  terms  of  the  will,  at  their  discretion.  That  the  devise  of 
the  income  of  the  estate  is  directly  to  the  widow,  without  the 
intervention  of  a  trustee. 

As  the  decision  by  the  learned  judge  was  upon  questions 
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directly  before  him,  I  do  not  propose  to  re-examine  the  same, 
and  shall  accept  his  conclusions. 

It  is  not  averred,  in  the  complaint,  that  the  executors  and 
executrix,  as  such,  have  exercised  the  power  to  lease,  or  other 
of  the  powers  vested  in  their  discretion. 

There  is  no  allegation  in  the  complaint  .that  the  widow  has 
remarried. 

And,  under  the  will,  she  is  entitled  to  collect  and  receive, 
as  devisee  and  legatee,  all  such  income.  And,  in  the  absence 
of  express  allegations  to  the  contrary,  she  is  presumed  to 
have  done  so.  In  fact,  it  is  alleged  that  the  defendant,  Mar- 
tha Ellery  Coles  has  been  allowed  to  receive,  and  appropriate 
to  her  own  use,  the  whole  of  the  gross  income  of  the  estate. 

In  'this  view,  the  remedy  of  the  plaintiff  is  against  her, 
individually. 

It  is,  therefore,  held  that  no  cause  of  action  is  made  out  by 
the  complaint  against  the  defendant's  executors  and  executrix. 

The  defendant,  Martha  Ellery,  individually  demurs,  and 
assigns  as  grounds  therefor :  that  two  causes  of  action  have 
been  improperly  united,  to  wit,  a  cause  of  action  against  her 
as  executrix,  and  another  against  her  individually. 

Although  it  has  been  held  above  that  no  cause  of  action  is, 
in  fact,  made  out  against  the  executors  and  executrix,  yet  the 
whole  complaint,  including  its  prayer  for  judgment,  shows 
that  it  is  based  upon  the  theory  that  the  plaintiff's  relief 
against  the  taxes  is  to  be  obtained  through  and  against  them. 
Such  judgment  against  them  must  needs  operate  upon  the 
estate  of  the  testator,  the  income  of  which,  it  is  sought  through 
them,  to  have  applied  to  the  payment  of  these  taxes. 

And,  for  the  purposes  of  the  separate  demurrer,  the  facts, 
to  justify  such  relief,  must  be  considered  to  be  well  pleaded. 

Yet  any  relief  or  judgment  against  Martha  Ellery  Coles, 
individually,  would  affect  her,  not  as  executrix,  but  the  income 
received  by  her,  as  devisee  and  legatee,  under  the  will.  To 
reach  such  income  received  by  her,  or  to  enforce  a  liability 
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against  her,  as  devisee  or  legatee  thereof,  affects  her  not  as 
executrix,  but  individually. 

The  rule  recognized  by  Savage,  Oh.  J.,  in  Reynolds  agt. 
Reynolds  (3  Wend,^  244),  is  fatal  to  the  goodness  of  the 
complaint  in  this  regard.  He  says,  if  the  counts  be  such  as 
to  require  different  judgments  they  cannot  be  joined  [La/r^ 
don  agt.  Levy^  1  Ahh.  Pr.  [(?.  aS.],  376). 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  defendant  on  the 
demurrers. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
MiLO  0.  OsBOBN  agt.  Abheb  Mbbwin. 

MMmfoT  a  new  irialr—  vfhen  entriet  in  books  net  evidence. 

There  is  no  rule  of  eyidence  which  makes  an  entry  in  a  book,  of  the  charge 
for  a  certain  service,  proof  of  the  performance  of  such  service. 

The  book  could  be  used  to  aid  and  refresh  the  recollection  of  the  witness. 
But  where  it  failed  so  to  do,  the  fact  that  the  witness  admitted  by  the 
entiy  the  payment  of  a  charge  for  certain  services,  such  admission  of 
payment  could  not  prove,  as  against  a  third  person,  the  actual,  perform- 
ance of  such  services. 

To  hold  that  an  entry  by  a  printer  upon  an  account  book  of  the  pa3rment 
of  a  charge  for  printing,  evidences  an  advertisement  of  real  estate  under 
a  mortgage  sale  for  a  length  of  time  sufficient  to  make  a  valid  fore- 
closure, would  be  improper  and  dangerous  in  the  extreme. 

There  is  no  rule  of  law  which  makes  entries  of  a  deceased  lawyer  in  his 
register  evidence  of  what  other  persons  had  done.  The  register  might 
be  evidence  to  show  that  the  deceased  had  drawn  an  advertisement  and 
delivered  it  to  the  printer,  and  of  other  acts  which  he  performed,  but 
not  of  the  fact  that  the  printer  did  his  duty  and  advertised  for  the 
required  time. 

Uhter  Special  Term. 

MunoK  for  new  trial  at  special  term  npon  a  case. 

J.  B.  Olney^  for  defendant  and  motion. 

/.  J.  Werner^  opposed  and  for  plaintiff. 

Westbbook,  J.  —  As  the  action  was  substantially  upon  a 
bond,  executed  by  the  defendant,  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
saw  fit  to  give  a  credit  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  certain 
mortgaged  premises,  under  an  alleged  foreclosure  thereof,  no 
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possible  harm  resulted  to  the  defendant  in  holding  that  sale 
valid.  It  lessened  the  amoant  of  the  recovery  upon  the  bond 
to  the  extent  of  the  price  bid  for  the  premises.  If  the  sale 
had  been  held  to  be  irregular  the  necessary  effect  of  such 
decision  would  have  been  to  increase  the  recovery  of  the 
plaintiff  to  the  amount  due  by  the  terms  of  the  bond.  The 
sale  and  the  purchase  of  the  premises  was  a  concession  to  the 
defendant  to  which  he  cannot  possibly  object.  I  am  not 
aware  that  any  error  was  committed  by  holding  that  sale 
valid;  and  if  there  was,  the  defendant  has  no  cause  of 
complaint. 

Neither  do  I  see  that  any  error  was  committed  in  rejecting 
any  evidence  offered  in  regard  to  the  prior  foreclosure,  or  in 
holding  that  there  was  no  proof  of  any  such  prior  fore- 
closure. 

The  statute  (3  R.  S.  [6th  edition]  pages  859,  860)  pre- 
scribes the  several  acts  to  be  done  to  make  a  valid  foreclos- 
ure, and  these  steps  had  all  to  be  taken  to  make  the  alleged 
foreclosure  available  to  the  defendant.  The  case  is  barren  of 
proof  to  show  a  proper  advertisement ;  and  indeed  of  almost 
.every  step  required  by  law  to  be  taken. 

There  was  no  error  committed  in  rejecting  the  evidence 
of  Mr.  Henry  Baker,  at  lines  449,  450  of  the  case.  The  wit- 
ness had  already  shown  (lines  437,  438)  that  he  had  no  recol- 
lection of  the  advertisement  of  the  property,  apart  from  his 
book ;  and  I  know  of  no  rule  of  evidence  which  makes  the 
entry  of  the  charge  for  the  service  proof  of  the  performance 
of  such  service.  The  book  could  be  used  to  aid  and  refresh 
his  recollection,  but  where  it  failed  so  to  do,  the  fact  that  the 
witness  admitted  by  the  entry  the  payment  of  a  charge  for 
publication,  such  admission  of  payment  by  him  could  not  and 
did  not  prove  as  against  a  third  person  the  actual  perform- 
ance of  the  service,  to  do  or  for  doing  which  would  receive 
the  money.  I  doubt  if  the  book  was  any  evidence  of  the 
actual  reception  of  the  money,  especially  when  the  witness  is 
unable,  even  when  aided  by  the  memorandum,  to  swear  to  it 
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as  a  &ct.  Bat  to  carry  the  principle  still  farther,  and  hold 
that  an  entry  by  the  printer  upon  an  account  book,  of  the 
payment  of  a  charge  for  printing,  evidences  an  advertisement 
of  real  estate  under  a  mortgage  sale,  for  a  length  of  time  suf- 
ficient to  make  a  valid  foreclosure,  would  be  improper 
and  dangerous  in  the  extreme.  It  substitutes  for  proof  of  an 
act  an  illo^cal  inference  which  may  or  may  not  be  true.  A 
conclusion  which  must  be  true  from  certain  premises  may  be 
drawn  upon  the  establishment  of  the  facts  from  which  it 
necessarily  follows ;  but  it  would  be  a  novel  application  of 
the  rules  of  law  or  logic,  to  hold  that  because  a  printer  said 
(and  that  is  all  his  entry  is)  he  had  been  paid  to  advertise  a 
mortgage  sale  for  thirteen  weeks,  therefore,  he  liad  in  fact 
advertised  it  for  that  period. 

So  too,  the  rejection  of  the  register  of  Mr.  D.  K.  Olney, 
deceased,  was  proper.  Entries  of  deceased  persons  in  their 
books  and  registers  (and  of  this  class  are  Leland  agt.  Cameron^ 
UN.  Z.,  115,  and  Gawtry  SLgtDoane^  51 N.  Y.j  84)  have 
sometimes  been  received  as  evidence  of  what  such  persons 
did ;  but  I  know  of  no  rule  of  law  which  makes  entries  of 
deceased  persons,  in  their  books,  evidence  of  what  other  per- 
sons had  done.  Mr.  Olney's  book  might  have  been  evidence 
to  show  that  he  had  drawn  an  advertisement  and  delivered  it 
to  the  printer,  and  of  other  acts  which  he  performed,  but 
surely  not  of  the  fact  that  the  printer  did  his  duty  and 
advertised  for  the  required  time.  The  book  Was  offered  as  a 
whoU,  and  as  a  whole  it  was  proper. 

The  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  denied,  with  costs. 
Vol.  L  24 
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Steabns  agt.  Welsh.  * 

A^ljoummefKttff  mortgage  f&ndMiwre  m20 — 'MgHJUsritg, 

The  defendant,  on  the  day  of  sale  of  mortgaged  premises,  served  on  the 
referee  an  order  appointing  a  day  for  the  hearing  of  a  motion  which 
defendant  desired  to  make,  and  also  stayed  proceedings,  &c. 

KM^  that  the  intent  of  the  order  was  to  stay  tiie  sale,  and  not  to  prevent 
the  adjournment  of  a  sale,  and  that  the  a^ioumment  made  by  the  referee 
was  regular,  and  was  a  satis&etory  compliance  with  the  order. 

Kings  Special  Term^  December^  1875. 

Tappkn,  J.  —  A  sale  in  foreclosure  was  duly  advertised 
herein  twice  a  week  for  three  weeks ;  and  on  the  day  of  sale 
(December  second),  the  defendant's  attorney  attended  and 
served  on  the  referee  an  order  obtained  the  previous  day,  which 
order  appointed  a  day  for  the  hearing  of  a  motion  which 
defendant  desired  to  make,  and  also  stayed  proceedings,  <&c. 

I  hold  that  the  intent  of  the  order  was  to  stay  the  sale, 
not  to  prevent  the  adjournment  of  a  sale;  and  that  the 
adjournment  made  by  the  referee  was  regular,  and  was  a  sat- 
isfactory compliance  with  the  order.  The  defendant,  in 
obtaining  the  order,  should  have  framed  it  with  that  view,  to 
do  otherwise  was  against  the  practice,  and  the  defendant  can 
take  nothing  by  it.  The  defendant  now  moves  to' set  aside 
a  sale  made  after  the  stay  was  removed.  The  referee  duly 
proclaimed  two  adjournments  of  the  sale.  Such  proclama- 
tion was  made  in  each  case  at  the  time  and  place  appointed 
for  the  sale,  and  in  the  presence  of  defendant  or  her  attor- 
ney, and  the  adjournments  were  because  the  stay  had  not 
been  dissolved. 
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To  particularize,  the  sale  originally  advertised  for  December 
second  was  adjourned  to  December  ninth.  The  notice  of  sale 
and  of  such  adjournment  were  then  published  December  third, 
in  the  proper  newspaper,  and  on  December  ninth  the  sale  was 
further  adjourned  to  December  sixteenth  and  the  notice  of 
sale,  with  both  adjournments,  published  in  the  proper  paper 
on  the  fourteenth  and  fifteenth  of  December.  I  find  that  the 
referee  did  not  publish  the  first  adjournment  twice  a  week,  but 
that  he  did  substantially  comply  with  the  seventy-fourth  rule ; 
and  there  is  no  authority  quoted  for  holding  that  the  rule  or 
practice,  in  respect  to  publishing  the  notice  of  postponement, 
are  defective  or  irregular  in  this  case,  which  is  an  equity  action 

• 

and  not  governed  by  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 
The  action  of  the  defendant,  in  obtaining  a  stay  of  proceedings, 
made  the  adjournments  necessary.  The  purchaser  makes  no 
objection  to  the  title,  and  the  defendant  has  not  shown  that 
any  loss  or  harm  arose  from  the  mode  in  which  the  postpone- 
ments were  made  apd  published.  But,  inasmuch  as  the  plain- 
tiff, also  is  the  purchaser,  is  willing  that  a  resale  should  be 
made  on  terms,  if  the  defendant  can  be  bettered  by  it  a  condi- 
tional resale  may  be  had. 

Ordered,  therefore,  that  the  defendant's  motion  be  denied, 
with  ten  dollars  costs ;  but  if  in  five  days  from  service  of  this 
order  on  defendant's  attorney,  fifty  dollars  shall  be  paid  ref- 
eree or  attorney,  toward  expenses  of  resale,  and  $200  depos- 
ited with  county  clerk,  or  paid  to  plaintiff  on  account  of 
mortgage  debt,  then  a  resale  may  be  had  on  usual  notice. 
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NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Fbanoes  B.  Hbobman  agt.  Mary  A.  Cant&ell  et  al. 

Settlement  of  proposed  ease. 

Where  the  defendant's  right  to  make  a  case  on  which  to  obtain  a  review 
of  the  trial  of  the  special  issues  tried  by  a  Jury,  has  expired,  according 
to  rule  40  the  defendant  must  be  deemed  to  have  acquiesced  in  the 
yerdict,  and  the  same  cannot  be  questioned  any  more. 

Under  such  circumstances  it  would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  consider  and 
settle  the  case  for  such  review. 

Where,  after  such  trial,  the  cause  was  finally  heard  as  an  equity  cause,  at 
special  term,  and  judgment  given,  from  which  defendant  took  an  appeal — 
this  appeal  the  defendant  could  review  on  making  a  case  for  that 
purpose. 

9 

Special  Temty  Deoemher^  1875. 

On  settlement  of  proposed  case. 

A.  E.  WdgneVy  of  counsel  for  plaintiff. 

H.  H.  Moromgey  for  defendant. 

Fbebdman,  J,  —  This  action  was  brought  in  equity  for  the 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  executed  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendant  interposed  the  defense  of  usury, 
and  on  her  motion  issues  relating  to  such  defense  were  framed 
and  directed  to  be  tried  by  the  jury. 

From  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  which  was 
not  controverted  by  the  defendant  the  following  facts  ap- 
pear: 

The  trial  of  the  issues  took  place  at  the  March  trial  term, 
and  the  verdict  was  rendered  March  18th,  1875. 
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Defendant's  time  to  make  and  serve  a  case  to  review  that 
trial  on  a  case,  expired  on  the  28th  of  March,  1875. 

A  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  for  a  new  trial  of 
the  issues  was  made  on  an  affidavit,  and  was  argued  and 
denied  by  the  special  term  of  this  court,  April  7,  1875.  The 
case  was  finally  heard  and  tried  by  the  special  term  of  this 
court  as  an  equity  cause,  and  judgment  was  given  on  or  about 
April  8,  1875. 

An  appeal  from  the  judgment  thus  entered  and  from  the 
order  denying  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  served  April  22, 
1875.  On  the  last  named  day  defendant's  attorney  obtained, 
ex  parte,  and  served  an  order  giving  defendant  twenty  days 
to  make  a  case;  and  on  the  twelfth  of  May  he  obtained  ten 
days'  further  time  for  that  purpose. 

On  the  2lst  of  May,  1875,  defendant's  attorney  served  a 
proposed  case,  containing  no  reference  whatever  to  the  pro- 
ceedings on  the  former  trial,  but  referring  solely  to  the  trial 
of  the  special  issues.  This  case,  which  is  quite  voluminous,  I 
am  now  asked  to  settle. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  too  late. 

When  special  issues  of  fact  have  been  settled  in  an  equita- 
ble action,  and  ordered  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  they  are 
brought  to  tVial,  it  is  true,  upon  due  notice,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  issues  of  fact  in  a  common-law  action ;  and  the  trial 
is  conducted  in  the  same  general  manner  as  other  jury  trials, 
except  that  the  verdict  is  so  rendered  as  to  answer  fully  and 
distinctly  all  the  questions  proposed  in  the  issues.  But  the 
findings  of  the  jury  upon  such  special  issues  of  fact  are 
merely  for  the  information  of  the  court  on  the  final  trial  at 
special  term.  The  trial  of  the  issues  is  not  the  trial  of  the 
action  (  Wood  agt.  The  Mayovy  Ao.,  of  N.  T.,  4  Abh.  [iT.  6'.], 
152, 157 ;  Clark  agt.  Brooks,  2  Al>b.  {N.  S.'],  385,  406,  407 ; 
La/ndng  agt.  RuaadZ,  2  If.  Z".,  563 ;  Gandee  agt.  Lord^  2 
N.  T.J  269 ;  BirdeaU  agt.  FaUerson,  51  JV.  T.j  43  ;  Hatch 
agt.  Peugnet,  64  Barh.j  189). 

The  facts  specially  found  by  the  jury  must  be  adopted  by 
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the  court  before  they  can  constitate  the  basis  of  a  judgment 
(  VemiUyea  agt.  PaJmer^  52  N.  F.,  471) ;  and  the  court,  on 
the  final  hearing,  is  not  precluded  from  rejecting  the  verdict 
and  ordering  a  new  trial,  or  from  finding  the  question  of 
fact  for  itself  {Brovm  agt.  Clifford^  7  Lams,^  46). 

Either  party,  therefore,  feeling  aggrieved  by  the  determina- 
tion  of  such  special  issued  and  desiiing  to  apply  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  of"  any  error  of  the  judge,  or  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  is  against  evidence  (except  when  the 
judge  directs  such  motion  to  be  made  upon  his  minutes  at  the 
8»me  term  or  court  at  which  the  issues  are  tried),  may  make 
such  motion  subsequently.  But  the  motion  must  be  founded 
on  a  case  or  exceptions,  or  a  case  containing  exceptions,  as  the 
case  may  require;  and  the  case  or  exceptions  must  be 
served  and  settled  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  rules  of 
court  for  the  settlement  of  cases  and  exceptions  in  other 
cases  {Oeneral  Rule  40).     The  same  rule  further  provides : 

^^Such  motions  shall  be  made  in  the  first  instance  at 
special  term,  and  if  neither  party  moves  for  a  new  trial  in 
such  case  they  shall'  be  deemed  to  have  acquiesced  in  the 
decision  of  the  judge  *  *  *  and  the  verdict  of  the 
jury;  *  *  *  and  the  same  shall  not  be  questioned  upon 
the  final  hearing  of  the  cause,  or  in  any  subsequent  proceed- 
ing therein. 

This  rule  has  been  in  existence  since  1858  ;  it  was  adopted 
to  supply  a  defect  in  the  former  practice,  in  consequence  of 
which  the  Saratoga  general  terra  of  the  supreme  court  had, 
in  1852,  come  to  the  conclusion  to  entertain  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial  on  a  case  at  general  term  (Sndl  agt.  Loucks,  12 
Barh.y  385). 

Defendants'  right  to  make  a  case  on  which  to  obtain  a 
review  of  the  trial  of  the  special  issues  expired,  therefore, 
on  the  28th  of  March,  1875  (Rules  41  and  42),  and  accord- 
ing to  Kule  40,  the  defendant  must  be  deemed  to  have  acqui- 
esced in  the  verdict,  and  the  same  cannot  be  questioned 
any  more. 
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Under  these  circamstancee  it  would  be  a  waste  of  time  to 
consider  and  settle  the  case  in  the  form  proposed. 

But  the  defendant  still  has  the  right  to  prosecute  her 
appeal  from  the  judgment  and  from  the  order  denying  her 
motion  upon  affidavit  for  a  new  trial. 

The  appeal  from  the  order  will  be  heard  on  the  papers 
read  upon  the  motion.  They  need  not  be  incorporated  in 
a  case. 

On  the  appeal  from  the  judgment  the  defendant  may 
have  a  review  of  the  proceedings  on  the  final  hearing,  pro- 
vided she  makes  a  case  for  that  purpose.  The  amendment 
proposed  by  the  plaintiff  contains  not  only  a  fair  and  true 
report  of  such  proceedings,  but  all  which  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  have  set  forth  in  the  case  which  she  is  at  liberty 
to  make. 

The  most,  therefore,  that  I  can  do  is  to  settle  the  case  in 
accordance  with  the  amendment  proposed  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  it  is  hereby  settled  accordingly. 
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Sabah  Bbown  agt.  Joseph  Cbomiek  et  at. 

Diitrict  courts y  yew  York — foredtile  entry  cmd  detainer. 

The  district  courts  of  the  city  of  New  York  have  no  jurisdiction  to  enter- 
tain proceedings  for  forcible  entry  and  detainer. 

Special  Term^  October^  1875. 

■ 

Van  Vobst,  J.  —  The  district  courts  have  no  jurisdiction 
to  entertain  proceedings  for  forcible  entry  and  detainer. 

Chapter  344  of  the  Laws  of  1857  is  an  act  to  reduce  the 
several  acts  relating  to  the  district  courts  in  the  city  of  New 
York  into  one  act  Section  77  describes  the  duties  of  the 
justices  of  the  district  courts,  and  the  authority  they  may 
exercise. 

They  are  authorized  to  perform  the  duties  and  exercise  all 
the  powers  and  authority  specified  in  certain  provisions  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  to  which  particular  reference  is  made. 

Whilst  they  may  exercise  authority  in  respect  to  "  summary 
proceedings  "  to  secure  the  possession  of  land  in  other  cases, 
provided  for  in  article  2,  title  2,  diapter  8  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  no  authority  is  given  with  respect  to  proceedings 
under  article  1,  which  relates  to  proceedings  in  respect  to 
forcible  entry  and  detainer. 

When  we  consider  the  nature  and  scope  of  the  act  of  1857, 
and  the  details  into  which  it  enters  with  respect  to  these 
courts  and  the  justices  thereof,  and  their  powers  and  duties, 
we  must  conclude  that  the  omission  in  respect  to  proceedings 
for  forcible  entry  and  detainer  was  designed,  and  that  the 
former  laws  on  the  subject  were  repealed. 
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For  the  exercise  of  power  in  respect  to  forcible  entry  and 
detainer  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  act  of  1857,  which 
professes  to  reorganize  these  courts  and  define  their  duties, 
'  as  well  as  the  powers  of  the  justices  thereof. 

To  the  extent,  therefore,  of  prohibiting  the  bringing  of 
these  proceedings  before  the  justice  in  question,  the  prayer 
of  the  complaint  should  be  granted. 

But  the  other  ruling  asked  for  cannot  well  be  granted,  as 
the  plaintiff  is  not  remediless  at  law.  The  summary  proceed- 
ings may  be  reviewed  by  certiorari. 

To  any  new  proceedings  before  another  tribunal  having 
jurisdiction  the  plaintiff  may  interpose  any  legal  ground  of 
resistance  in  his  favor.  The  defendant  Liddy  is  shown  to  be 
responsible,  and  the  remedy  which  the  plaintiff  has  invoked 
by  action  against  him  will  secure  her  under  the  covenants  in 
the  law. 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  to  the  extent 
above  indicated. 

Vol.  L  26 
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SUPREME  CX)URT. 

John  J.  Kieen an  agt.  The  Manhattan  Quotation  Telegraph 

Company  and  Francis  A.  Abbot. 

IHghi  of  property  in  news — tranemimon  by  idegrtxph, 

News  18  property.    Its  transmission  to  subscribers  over  telegraphic  print- 
ing instruments  s  not  a  general  publication. 

Ifew  York^  Speoial  Temt^  Jcmuary^  1876. 

Buckham^  Smalea  (&  Walkerj  attorneys  for  plaintiff. 

Stephen  A,  Walker  &  Orosvenor  P.  Lowery^  of  counsel. 

C,  T.  PolhemuSy  attorney  for  defendant  Manhattan  Quota- 
tion Company. 

WUUam  Stanley^  of  counsel 

Van  Brunt,  J,  —  The  questions  to  be  determined  in  the 
decision  of  this  case  are  three  in  number : 

First.  Had  the  plaintiff  any  right  of  property  in  the  foreign 
financial  news  obtained  by  him  from  the  Associated  Press 
Corporation,  and  transmitted  by  him  to  his  customers  ? 

Second.  Has  the  defendant,  the  Manhattan  Quotation 
Telegraph  Company,  made  use  of  this  news  by  transmitting 
it  over  the  wires  to  its  customers  ? 

Third.  If  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  of  property  in  the  news  . 
received  by  him  from. the  Associated  Press,  did  he  abandon 
such  right  when  he  transmitted  the  news  to  his  customers  ? 

The  Associated  Press  is  a  corporatiob  which  has  for  its 
business  the  collection  of  news  in  all  parts  of  the  world  by 
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its  agents,  and  which  is  transmitted  to  the  city  of  New  York 
for  the  use  of  its  members.  Among  the  many  classes  of 
intelligence  thus  transmitted  from  Europe  is  what  is  called 
"  foreign  financial  hews,"  consisting  of  quotations  of  consols, 
rentes,  U.  S.  bonds,  railroad  stocks,  the  rates  of  interest,  and 
increase  and  decrease  of  the  specie  in  the  banks  of  England 
and  France. 

The  Gold  and  Stock  Telegraph  Company  is  a  corporation 
formed  for  the  purpose  of  transmitting  to  its  customers,  by 
telegraph,  "foreign  financial  news,"  and  also  "domestic 
financial  news,"  including  the  quotations  of  the  Stock 
Exchange. 

The  plaintiff  was  engaged  in  furnishing  to  his  customers, 
bj  telegraph,  "foreign  financial  news."  The  defendant, 
"  The  Manhattan  Quotation  Telegraph  Company,"  was  also 
engaged  in  the  business  of  furnishing  to  its  customers  both 
foreign  and  domestic  financial  news ;  and  the  defendant  Abbot 
was  its  agent  for  procuring  of  the  same. 

The  Gold  and  Stock  Telegraph  Company  had  a  contract  or 
agreement  by  which  it  had  the  exclusive  use  of  all  *,'  foreign 
financial  news"  for  the  space  of  thirty  minutes  after  its 
receipt  by  the  Associated  Press  in  this  city. 

On  the  10th  of  January,  1878,  the  Gold  and  Stock  Tele- 
graph Company  made  a  contract  with  the  plaintifi^,  by  which  / 
they  gave  to  him  the  exclusive  use  of  all  "  foreign  financial 
news  "  received  from  the  Associated  Press  for  the  space  of 
fifteen  minutes  after  its  receipt  by  them.  The  manner  in 
which  this  business  is  conducted  is  as  follows : 

Any  news,  collected  by  the  agents  of  the  Associated  Press 
abroad  is  telegraphed  by  cable  to  the  Associated  Press,  the 
message  being  in  cypher.  The  message  is  then  translated  by 
an  employe  of  the  Associated  Press,  and  such  part  as  comes 
under  the  head  of  foreign  financial  news  is  handed  over  to 
the  Gold  and  Stock  Telegraph  Company,  who  send  it  at  once 
by  a  Morse  wire  to  the  oflSce  of  Mr.  Kiernan  ;  it  is  then  sent 
back  by  Mr.  Kiernan  to  the  Gold  and  Stock  Telegraph  Com- 
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pany,  with  instructions  to  transmit  it  to  his  subscribers,  which 
is  immediately  done. 

The  messages  thus  sent  are  received  by  Mr.  Kiernan's  sub- 
scribers in  from  one  to  three  minutes  after  their  receipt  by 
the  Gold  and  Stock  Telegraph  Company  from  the  Associated 
Press. 

If  the  Associated  Press  have  any  right  of  property  in  the 
new  stransmitted  to  it  by  telegraph  by  its  agents  abroad,  then 
clearly  the  plaintiff  has  succeeded  to  such  right,  as  far  as 
relates  to  "  foreign  financial  news,"  for  the  space  of  at  least 
fifteen  minutes  after  its  receipt  from  the  Associated  Press  by 
the  Gold  and  Stock  Telegraph  Company. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defendants  that  no  such  right  of 
property  exists  in  news,  upon  the  ground  that  before  this 
intelligence  was  gathered  together  by  the  agents  of  the  Asso- 
ciated Press  in  Europe,  it  was  public  property  and  open  to 
all  the  world,  and  that  it  was  not  made  the  exclusive  property 
of  the  Associated  Press  because  it  had  been  collected  and 
telegraphed  to  them  by  its  agents.  That  before  it  was 
gathered  the  first  comer  had  a  perfect  right  to  have  this  news 
and  publish  it. 

It  may  be  perfectly  true  that  no  person  could  be  restrained 
from  the  publication  of  this  news  in  Europe,  but  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  see  how  such  a  right  can  be  extended  so  far  as  to 
authorize  the  publication  of  news  which  has  been  collected  by 
the  agents  of  the  Associated  Press,  and  telegraphed  to  them 
at  great  expense  without  its  consent. 

It  would  be  an  atrocious  doctrine  to  hold  that  dispatches, 
the  result  of  the  diligence  and  expenditure  of  one  man, 
could  with  impunity  be  pilfered  and  published  by  another. 
!  It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  in  respect  to  news,  its  publica- 
tion cannot  be  interfered  with  where  the  party  procures  the 
intelligence  by  the  diligence  of  his  own  agents ;  but  if  he 
1  seeks  to  profit  by  the  superior  diligence  of  his  rivals,  it  is 
unjust  that  he  should  be  allowed  to  do  so  until  the  right  of 
property  has  been  abandoned  by  public^btion. 
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The  mere  fact  that  a  certain  qlass  of  information  is  open  v 
to  all  that  seek  it,  is  no  answer  to  a  claim  to  a  right  of  prop- 
erty in  such  information  made  by  a  person  who,  at  his  own 
expense  and  by  his  own  labor,  has  collected  it. 

V.  a  Wood,  in  Kelly  agt.  Morris  (1  Zcm  Hep.  [^.],  697), 
a  case  between  publishers  of  rival  business  directories,  says  : 
"  The  defendant  has  been  most  completely  mistaken  in  what 
he  assumes  to  be  his  right  to  deal  with  the  labor  and  property 
of  others.  In  the  case  of  a  dictionary,  map,  guide-book  or 
directory,  when  there  are  certain  objects  of  information 
which  must,  if  described  correctly,  be  described  in  the  same 
words,  a  subsequent  compiler  is  bound  to  set  about  doing  for 
himself  that  which  the  first  compiler  has  done.  In  the  case 
of  a  roads-book,  he  must  count  the  milestones  for  himself.  In 
the  case  of  a  map  of  a  newly  discovered  island,  he  must  go 
through  the  whole  process  of  triangulation  just  as  if  he  had 
never  seen  any  former  map.  No  doubt  the  experise  of  pro- 
curing the  information  in  a  legitimate  way  is  very  great.  But 
the  defendant  goes  on  in  his  affidavit  to  propound  a  most 
extraordinary  doctrine  as  to  the  right  of  publicity  in  the 
names  of  private  residents,  who  had,  as  he  expressed  it, 
given  their  names  for  public  use.  What  he  has  done  has 
been  just  to  copy  the  plaintiflF's  book,  and  then  send  out  can- 
vassers to  see  if*  the  information,  so  copied,  was  correct.  If 
the  canvassers  did  not  find  the  occupant  of  the  house  at  borne 
or  could  get  no  answer  from  him,  then  the  information 
copied  from  the  plaintiff's  book  was  reprinted  bodily,  as  if  it 
was  a  question  for  the  occupier  of  the  house  only,  and  not  for 
the  compiler  of  the  previous  directory." 

V.  C.  Malins,  in  Cox  agt.  Zand  and  Water  Jov/mal 
Gomjpamy  (9  Lav^  R.  [^.],  322),  a  case  respecting  a  list  of 
hounds,  says :  "  It  is  clear  that,  in  this  case,  the  getting  the 
names  of  masters  of  hunts,  the  number  of  hounds,  the  hunts- 
men and  whips,  and  so  forth,  is  information  open  to  all  who 
seek  to  obtain  it ;  but  they  must  get  it  at  their  own  expense, 
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as  the  result  of  their  own  labor,  and  they  are  not  to  be  enti- 
tled to  the  results  of  the  labors  undergone  by  others." 

These  cases  clearly  sustain  the  doctrine  that  a  man  may 

impress  upon  materials,  which  are  open  to  all  the  world,  a 

right  of  property  when  he  has,  as  the  result  of  his  own  efforts 

^  and  expenditure,  collected  and  reduced  to  a  form  serviceable 

to  the  public  such  material. 

This  right  of  property,  however,  does  not  preclude  another 
person,  as  the  result  of  his  own  efforts  and  diligence,  from 
collecting  independently,  and  utilizing  as  he  may  see  fit,  the 
same  materials. 

Applying  this  principle  to  the  case  of  the  Associated 
\  Press,  it  is  clear  that  it  has  a  right  of  property  in  all  news 
transmitted  to  it  by  its  agents,  until  it  abandons  that  right  by 
publication.  ^  The  agents  of  the  Associated  Press  abroad,  it 
is  true,  only  do  that  which  any  other  person  could  do  if  they 
felt  so  disposed ;  but  the  collection  of  news  being  the  result 
of  their  own  labor,  and  its  value  as  news  being  impressed 
upon  it  by  the  fact  of  such  collection,  and  by  the  fact  of  its 
being  telegraphed  by  cable  at  great  expense,  clearly  bring 
such  dispatches  within  the  principles  of  the  cases  cited. 

To  say  that  the  Associated  Press  could  not  restrain  the 
publication  of  its  dispatches  by  any  person  who  should  sur- 
reptitiously obtain  them  would  be  to  hold. that  no  private 
individual  could  prevent  the  publication  of  his  own  private 
dispatches  if  they  should  happen  to  relate  to  public  events. 

It  seems  to  me  clear,  therefore,  that  there  is  a  right  of 
property  which  will  be  protected  by  the  court,  in  the  news 
collected  by  the  Associated  Press  abroad  and  telegraphed  to 
'  it  by  its  agents,  so  long  as  that  right  is  not  abandoned  by 
publication  ;  and  as  Mr.  Kiernan  has  succeeded  to  the  rights 
of  the  Associated  Press,  as  far  as  relates  to  "  foreign  financial 
news,"  he  is  entitled  to  protection  in  the  use  of  that  news, 
unless  he  abandons  it  by  publication. 

The  next  question  to  be  considered  is,  has  the  defendant, 
the  Manhattan  Quotation  Telegraph  Company,  made  use  of 
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news  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  by  transmitting  it  over  its 
wires  to  its  customers. 

It  appears,  by  the  undisputed  evidence  in  the  case,  that,  at 
least  up  to  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the 
Manhattan  Quotation  Telegraph  Company  obtained  all  its 
foreign  financial  news  through  the  defendant  Francis  A. 
Abbot,  who  was  its  agent.  'There  was  no  evidence  produced 
before  me  that  Abbot  had  any  means  of  information  what- 
ever, except- such  as  he  derived  from  the  inspection  of  the 
tapes  of  Mr.  Kieman,  and  those  of  the  Gold  and  Stock  Tele- 
graph Company,  and  of  the  manifold  slips  of  Mr.  Kiernan 
in  the  oQices  of  their  customers.  It  was  affirmatively  shown 
by  the  plaintiff  tha.t,  in  more  than  one  instance,  Mr.  Abbot 
had  been  seen  copying  dispatches  from  Mr.  Kiernan's  instra- 
ments  or  manifold  slips,  and  which  almost  immediately 
appeared  upon  the  tapes  of  the  defendant's  company.  We 
also  find  that,  on  more  than  one .  occasion,  the  same  errors 
were  committed  by  the  Manhattan  Company  as  had  been 
committed  by  Mr.  Kiernan  but  a  moment  before. 

In  one  instance,  we  find  a  dispatch  appearing  upon  the 
tapes  of  the  Manhattan  Company,  purporting  to  be  a*  special 
message  from  London,  which  had  its  entire  origin  in  the 
inanifold  slip  hung  up  by  Mr.  £iernan  in  the  rooms  of  the 
Gold  Board. 

It  is  shown,  by  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Abbot,  that  he  did 
procure  his  dispatches  from  the  customers  of-  Mr.  Kiernan  ; 
and  that  although  he  pretended  that  he  obtained  information 
through  bankers  in  the  city  of  New  York,  no  evidence,  upon 
the  trial  of  this  case,  was  produced  that  Mr.  Abbot  had,  in  a 
single  instance,  obtained  a  particle  of  ^^  foreign  financial 
news  "  from  such  a  source ;  and  the  conclusion  is  irresistible 
that  the  great  bulk  of  such  information  he  obtained  from  the 
tapes  of  Mr.  Kiernan's  machine,  or  from  his  manifold  slips 
sent  to  his  customers. 

On  behalf  of  the  Manhattan  Quotation  Telegraph  Com- 
pany, dt  is  claimed  that  although  Mr.  Abbot  may  have  ilie^ 
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gitimately  and  wrongfully  obtained  the  news  which  he 
famished  to  them,  that  they  being  ignorant  of  these  facts 
are  not  to  be  held  liable  for  the  wrongful  acts  of  their  agent. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true,  generally,  that  a  principal  is  not 
liable  for  the  wrongful  acts  of  his  agents ;  but  the  principal 
cannot  avail  himself  and  knowingly  profit  by  the  wrongful 
aqts  of  his  agent  without  being  liable  therefor.  The  Man- 
hattan Company  seem  to  have  acted  toward  its  agent,'  Abbot, 
in  precisely  the  same  way  as  Abbot  acted  toward  his  man, 
Bowen. 

Bowen,  according  to  Abbot's  testimony,  was  accustomed  to 
go  out  and  get  for  Abbot  foreign  financial  news,  which  Abbot 
furnished  to  the  Manhattan  Company ;  but  Abbot  took  par- 
ticular care  never  to  inquire  from  Bowen  where  he  got  his 
news  from ;  and  so,  the  Manhattan-  Company,  although  fre- 
quently informed  that  Abbot  had  no  sources  of  his  own  of 
information  as  to  foreign  financial  news,  used  the  news  fur-, 
nished  by  him  without  ever  thinking  it  necessary  to  make 
any  investigation  of  the  subject. 

It  would  appear  as  though,  as  long  as  they  got  the  news, 
the  less  they  knew  about  the  source  from  which  it  came  the 
better  they  were  pleased. 

It  is  no  defense  to  a  principal,  when  sought  to  be  charged 
for  the  wrongful  acts  of  his  agent,  the  profits  of  which  he 
has  reaped,  to  say  that  he  did  not  know  of  such  wrongful  acts, 
when  it  appears  that  he  had  been  informed  that  such  acts 
were  wrongful,  and  has  neglected  to  make  any  investigation 
as  to  the  truth  of  the  allegation. 

Having  now  determined  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  of 
property  in  his  foreign  financial  news,  and  that  the  Manhat- 
tan Company  has  made  use  of  such  news,  the  only  remaining 
question  to  be  considered  is :  Does  the  plaintiff  abandon  such, 
right  by  transmitting  such  news  to  his  customers  1  If  such 
transmission  amounts  to  a  general  publication  then  it  id  clear 
that  all  rights  of  the  plaintiff  are  lost.  It  is  not  necessary 
that  I  should  here  discuss  the  question  as  to  the  right  of  the 
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court  to  protect  such  right  of  property.  It  is  a  question 
which  has  been  decided  by  our  highest  court,  and  must  be 
considered  as  the  settled  law  of  this  state. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  representation  of  a  drama 
upon  the  stage  is  not  such  a  publication  as  deprives  the 
author  of  his  right  of  property  therein.  The  delivery  of  a 
lecture  to  a  public  audience,  or  the  preaching  of  a  sermon  by 
a  minister  to  his  congregation,  does  not  work  a  forfeiture  of 
the  common-law  right  of  property  in  the  lecture  or  sermon. 
The  cases  seem  to  recognize  a  distinction  between  a  general 
and  unrestricted  publication,  which  works  a  forfeiture  of  this 
right,  and  a  qualified  or  limited  publication,  which  has  no 
such  result  {Miller  agt.  Twylovy  4  Burrows^  304 ;  Woolaey 
agt.  Juddy  4  Duer^  485;  PoLraer  agt.  De  Witt^  47  iT. 
F.,  582). 

It  is  the  unquestioned  law  of  this  state,  that  in  the  case  of 
letters  the  general  property,  and  the  general  rights  incident 
to  property,  belong  to  the  writer ;  and  the  person  to  whom 
letters  are  addressed  has  but  a  limited  right,*  or  special  prop- 
erty, in  such  letters,  as  a  trustee  or*  bailee  for  particular  pur- 
poses, either  of  information  or  of  protection,  or  of  support 
of  his  rights  and  character ;  and  the  publication  of  lettei*s, 
even  by  the  receiver,  has  been  restrained  where  such  publi- 
cation was  not  made  for  purposes  of  protection,  or  of  support 
of  his  rights  or  character  ( WooUey  agt.  Judd^  supra  /  Folr 
8om  agt.  Ma/rah^  2  Stcry^  100). 

Applying  this  principle  to  the  case  now  under  discussion, 
it  is  evident  that  if  Mr.  Kiernan  transmitted  his  foreign  finan- 
cial news  to  his  customers,  for  their  information,  by  means 
of  manifold  slips  exclusively,  he  could  restrain  the  publica- 
tion by  these  persons  of  such  intelligence.  Is  there  any 
difierenee  in  principle  because  he  writes  to  his  customers  by 
tel^raph  ?    I  am  unable  to  see  any  distinction. 

The  telegraph  is  simply  a  means  which  modern  science  has 
adapted  to  the  purposes  of  communication  between  persons 
at  a  distance  from  each  other.  And  I  am  unable  to  see  that 
•       Vol.  L  26 
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it  makes  any  difference  in  the  principle  governing  written 
oommunications  whether  Mr.  Kiernan,  sitting  in  his  office, 
by  means  of  the  telegraph  writes  his  communication  upon 
paper  in  the  office  of  the  customer;  or  whether  he  writes  the 
communication  in  his  own  office  and  then  sends  it  to  his 
customers. 

It  was  claimed,  upon  the  trial  of  this  cause,  that  Mr. 
Kiernan  having  placed  hh\  machines  in  the  office  of  his  cns< 
tomers,  without  restricting  their  use  of  the  information 
which  he  conveys  to  them  by  means  of  said  machines, 
cannot  restrain  their  making  any  use  of  it  whidi  they 
may  wisU. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  proposition  cannot  be  sustained, 
because,  although  there  may  not  have  been  any  distinct 
restriction  placed  by  Mr.  Kiernan  upon  the  customer's  use  of 
the  information  conveyed  to  him,  yet  it  is  evident  that  the 
customer  must  have  understood,  from  the  very  nature  of  the 
transaction,  that  he  had  no  right  to  use  or  publish  the  said 
information,  except  in  connection  with  his  own  business. 

That  there  may  be  such  a  tacit  understanding  implied  from 
the  nature  of  the  contract  is  expressly  held  in  the  case  of 
Turner  agt.  Robinson  (10  Irish  OK  -S.,  134). 

The  coiirt  in  that  case  used  the  following  language :  "  It  is, 
secondly,  insisted,  by  the  counsel  for  the  respondent  Robin- 
son, that  the  exhibition  of  the  painting  by  Mr.  Wallis,  at  the 
Royal  Academy,  was  a  publication  of  the  painting  itself.  I 
inquired,  during  the  course  of  my  argument,  whether  there 
were  any  rules  or  by-laws  of  the  Royal  Academy  prevent- 
ing the  taking  of  any  copy  or  sketch  from  the  paintings 
exhibited,  as,  of  course,  if  there  were  such  rules  or  by-laws, 
the  exhibition  of  a  painting  on  the  faith  of  such  regulation 
would  not  be  a  publication  so  as  to  deprive  a  painter  of 
his  common-law  right.  It  would,  in  such  case,  be  a  clear 
breach  of  trust  and  confidence  on  the  part  of  the  member  of 
the  Royal  Academy  to  permit  copies  or  sketches  to  be  taken, 
when  it  is  to  be  assumed  that  paintings  are  sent  to  the  Royal 
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Academy  on  the  faith  of  such  regulations;  and  the  public 
who  are  permitted,  on  payment  of  a  small  sum,  to  visit  the 
exhibition  of  paintings  at  the  Royal  Academy,  must  visit  the 
exhibition  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations,  and  can  have 
no  rights  which  the  members  of  the  Royal  Academy 
have  not." 

And  again,  the  court  says :  "  If  there  was  no  statute  pro- 
tecting copyright  in  literary  workS,  and  Sir  Walter  Scott  had 
read  out '  Waverly '  to  a  large  party  of  friends,  it  is  idle  to 
say  that  such  would  have  amounted  to  publication  so  as  to 
have  deprived  him  of  his  common-law  right ;  and  the  painter, 
or  the  owner  of  the  painting,  who  exhibits  it  at  such  exhi- 
bitions as  those  of  London,  Dublin,  or  Manchester,  and 
having  regard  to  the  object  of  such  exhibitions,  should  be 
considered  as  only  allowing  it  to  be  viewed  by  the  public  on 
a  tacit  understanding  that  an  improper  advantage  would  not 
be  taken  of  the  privilege  thus  granted ;  and  I  am  disposed 
to  think,  without  reference  to  the  letters  I  have  read,  that 
such  an  exhibition  would  not  be  a  publication  so  as  to  deprive 
a  painter,  or  the  owner  of  a  painting,  of  his  common-law 
right." 

It  would,  therefore,  seem  that  the  transmission  by  Mr. 
Kieman  of  his  foreign  financial  news  to  his  cnstomers  was 
but  a  qualified  publication,  which  did  not  forfeit  his  right  of 
property  therein. 

The  plaintiff  is,  therefore,  entitled  to  judgment  restraining 
them  from  the  publication  of  the  foreign  financial  reports  of 
the  plaintiff. 
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GREENE  COUNTY  OYER  AND  TERMINER. 
The  PEOPLB-agt.  Joseph  Waltz. 

The  charge  of  the  judge  in  this  important  case,  upon  the  subjects 
involved  in  it,  and  the  law  as  laid  down  and  made  applicable  thereto,  is 
divided  into  the  following  general  headings: 

1.  What  is  murder?  2.  Justifiable  homicide.  8.  Excusable  homicide. 
4.  Manslaughter.  5.  Murder  in  the  first  degree.  6.  Murder  in  the 
second  degree.  7.  Facts  of  the  killing.  8.  What  is  insanity?  9. 
Prominent  facta  proved  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner.  10.  People's  evi- 
dence.   11.  Submission  of  the  case  to  the  jury. 

March,  1874.  - 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  the  murder  of  Herman 
Holcher.  The  homicide  was  committed  in  May,  1873.  The 
trial  took  place  at  Catskill,  in  March,  1874,  and  resulted  in  a 
conviction  of  murder  in  the  first  degree.  The  prisoner  was 
executed  May  1,  1874,  and  on  the  day  previous  to  the  execu- 
tion killed  his  keeper  (Mr.  Ernst)  in  an  attempt  to  escape. 

Previous  to  the  execution  the  prisoner  was  carefully 
examined  by  Drs.  Gray  and  Ordronaux  (done  by  order  of 
Gov.  John  A.  Dix),  who  reported  him  perfectly  sane,  and 
that  his  alleged  insanity  was  feigned. 

The  present  statute  defining  murder,  and  dividing  it  into 
two  degrees,  was  passed  subsequent  to  the  homicide,  and  the 
charge  will  be  understood  as  referring  to  the  previous  statute. 

District  Attorney  Crowell  <&  A.  C.  Cfriswold,  for  people. 

Osbom  (&  CHmnSy  for  prisoner. 

Charge  of  Judge  Westbrook. 
GenOemen  of  the  Jury. —  We  are  approaching  the  dose 
of  a  drama  in  real  life  which  is  not  often  surpassed  in  interest 
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by  the  creation  of  the  imagination.  Its  final  scene,  in  which 
yon  are  chief  actors,  demands  of  you,  and  each  of  you,  all 
your  wisdom,  all  youf  conscientiousness,  and  all  your  firm- 
ness. The  gravity  of  your  responsibility  is  very  great.  On 
the  one  hand  the  people  have  a  right  to  insist,  in  case  of  the 
guilt  of  the  prisoner,  for  the  protection  of  life,  that  "  whoso 
sheddeth  man's  blood,  by  man  shall  his  blood  be  shed,  for  in 
the  image  of  Ood  made  he  man,"  and  on  the  other  hand,  the 
prisoner  and  humanity  have  a  right  to  require  that  the  extreme 
penalty  of  the  law  shall  not  be  inflicted  except  in  a  clear  case, 
free  from  aH  reasonable  doubt.  In  the  discharge,  gentle- 
men, of  this  great  and  high  duty,  I  invoke  for  you,  and  I  ask 
each  of  you  to  invoke  for  yourselves,  the  source  of  all  wisdom, 
to  give  you  the  wisdom  to  decide  this  solemn  issue  aright. 

What  is  Murder? 

The  prisoner,  Joseph  Waltz,  is  indicted  for  the  crime  of 
murder.  In  order  that  you  ipay  intelligently  determine 
whether  he  is  guilty  or  not  guilty  of  this  terrible  accusation, 
I  will,  in  the  first  place,  proceed  to  explain  to  you  what 
murder  is — what  constitutes  the  crime  of  homicide  in  all  its 
various  grades.  Murder,  in  the  first  degree,  is  thus  defined  by 
statute : 

"  Such  killing,  unless  it  be  manslaughter,  or  excusable  or 
justifiable  homicide,  as  hereafter  provided,  shall  be  murder 
in  the  first  degree,  in  the  following  cases : 

"  1.  When  perpetrated  from  a  premeditated  design  to  effect 
•  the  death  of  the  person  killed,  or  of  any  human  being." 

It  is  under  this  subdivision  I  suppose  the  prosecution  will 
insist  (if  under  any),  that  the  prisoner  is  to  be  convicted. 

"  2.  When  perpetrated  by  any  act  imminently  dangerous 
to  others,  and  evincing  a  depraved  mind,  regardless  of  human 
life,  although  without  any  premeditated  design  to  effect  the 
death  of  any  particular  individual. 

*'  3.  When  perpetrated  in  committing  the  crime  of  arson  in 
the  first  degree." 


\ 
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These  are  the  statute  definitions  of  this  crime,  of  which  I 
shall  have  occasion  presently  to  speak  when  I  shall  have  read 
to  you  the  various  definitions  of  murder  In  the  second  degree, 
of  justifiable  and  excusable  homicide  and  manslaughter  in  its 
degrees.     Murder  in  the  second  degree  is  thus  defined : 

"Such  killing,  unless  it  be  murder  in  the  first  degree,  or 
manslaughter,  or  excusable  or  justifiable  homicide,  as  herein- 
after provided,  or  when  perpetrated  without  any  design  to 
eflFect  death,  by  a  person  engaged  in  the  commission  of  any 
felony,  shall  be  murder  in  the  second  degree." 

You  will  observe,  from  the  definition  of  the  crime  of 
murder  in  the  second  degree,  that  the  statute  declares  every 
homicide  to  be  of  that  degree  of  crime,  "  unless  it  be  murder 
in  the  first  degree  or  manslaughter,  or  excusable  or  justifiable 
homicide."  It  will  be  necessary  for  me,  therefore,  to  define 
to  you  excusable  and  justifiable  homicide,  and  the  various 
degrees  of  manslaughter.  There  is  no  pretense  in  this  case 
that  this  is  a  case  of  justifiable  homicide,  but  still  it  becomes 
important  that  you  understand  it,  that  you  may  be  able  right- 
fully to  comprehend  what  is  murder. 

Ju%tifiable  homicide. 

"  Such  homicide  is  justifiable  when  committed  by  public 
officers,  and  those  acting  by  their  command  in  their  aid  and 
assistance,  either,  1.  In  obedience  to  any  judgment  of  a  com- 
petent court,  or,  2.  When  necessarily  committed  in  overcom- 
ing actual  resistance  to  the  execution  of  some  legal  process,  or 
to  the  discharge  of  any  other  legal  duty ;  or,  3.  When  neces- 
sarily committed  in  retaking  felons  who  have  been  rescued, 
or  who  have  escaped ;  or,  4.  When  necessarily  committed  in 
arresting  felons  fleeing  from  justice." 

Such  homicide  is  also  justifiable  when  committed  by  any 
person  in  either  of  the  following  cases  : 

"  1.  When  resisting  any  attempt  to  murder  such  person, 
or  to  commit  any  felony  on  him  or  her,  or  upon  or  in  any 
dwelling-house  in  which  such  person  shall  be." 
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That  ifl  the  great  law  of  self-defenee  which  we  all  under- 
stand ;  the  defense  either  of  ourselves  or  our  property. 

"Or,  2.  When  committed  in  the  lawful  defense  of  such 
person,  or  of  his  or  her  husband,  wife,  parent,  child,  master, 
mistress,  or  servant,  when  there  shall  be  a  reasonable  ground 
to  apprehend  a  design  to  commit  a  felony  or  to  do  some  great 
personal  injury,  and  there  shall  be  imminent  danger  of  such 
design  being  accomplished ;  or,  when  necessarily  committed 
in  attempting,  by  lawful  ways  and  means,  to  apprehend  any 
person  for  any  felony  committed ;  or  in  lawfully  suppressing 
any  riot,  or  in  lawfully  keeping  and  preserving  the  peace. 

Excusable  homioide. 

Then  comes  excusable  homicide : 

"Such  homicide  is  excusable  when  committed,  1.  By  acci- 
dent and  misfortune  in  lawfully  correcting  child  or  servant ; 
or  in  doing  any  other  lawful  act  by  lawful  means,  with  usual 
and  ordinary  caution,  and  without  any  unlawful  intent ;  or, 
2.  By  accident  and  misfortune,  in  the  heat  of  passion,  upon 
any  sudden  and  suflScient  provocation,  or  upon  a  sudden  com- 
bat, without  any  undue  advantage  being  taken,  and  without 
any  dangerous  weapon  being  used,  and  not  done  in  a  cruel  or 
onusaal  manner." 

Manslaughter, 

Then  follow  the  various  degrees  of  manslaughter : 
"  The  killing  of  a  human  being,  without  a  design  to  eflect 
death,  by  the  act,  procurement,  or  culpable  negligence  of  any 
other,  while  such  other  is  engaged,  1.  In  the  perpetration  of 
any  crime  or  misdemeanor,  not  amounting  to  felony ;  or, 
2.  In  an  attempt  to  perpetrate  any  sucTi  crime  or  misdemea- 
nor, in  cases  where  such  killing  would  be  murder  at  the  com- 
mon law,  shall  be  deemed  manslaughter  in  the  first  degree. 
Every  person  deliberately  assisting  another  in  the  commission 
of  self-murder,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  manslaughter  in  the 
first  degree.     The  willful  killing  of  an  unborn,  quick  child, 
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or  any  injury  to  the  mother  of  such  child,  which  would  be 
murder  if  it  resulted  in  the  death  vi  such  mother,  shall  be 
deemed  manslaughter  in  the  first  degree." 

Manslaughter  in  the  second  degree  is  as  follows : 

"  The  killing  of  a  human  being,  without  a  design  to  effect 
death,  in  the  heat  of  passion,  but  in  a  cruel  and  unusual  man- 
ner, unless  it  be  committed  under  such  circumstances  as  to 
constitute  excusable  or  justifiable  homicide,  shall  be  deemed 
manslaughter  in  the  second  degree.  Every  person  who  shall 
unnecessarily  kill  another,  either,  1.  While  resisting  an 
attempt  by  such  other  person  to  commit  any  felony,  or  to  do 
any  other  unlawful  act ;  or,  2.  After  such  attempt  shall  have 
failed." 

Then  the  third  degree : 

"  The  killing  of  another,  in  the  heat  of  passion,  without  a 
design  to  effect  death,  by  dangerous  weapon,  in  any  case 
except  such  wherein  the  killing  of  another  is  herein  declared 
to  be  ju8tifia]ble  or  excusable,  shall  be  deemed  manslaughter 
in  the  third  degree." 

The  distinction  between  the  second  and  third  degrees  con- 
sisting in  this :  That  in  the  second  degree  it  is  a  killing  in  a 
cruel  and  unusual  manner,  whereas  in  the  third  degree  it  is 
a  killing  by  a  dangerous  weapon.  Then  follow  sundry  defi- 
nitions of  manslaughter  in  the  third  degree,  which  it  is  not 
important  to  refer  to.     The  fourth  degree  is : 

"  The  involuntary  killing  of  another  by  any  weapon,  or  by 
means  neither  cruel  nor  unusual,  in  the  heat  of  passion,  in 
any  cases  other  than  such  as  are  herein  declared  to  be  excus- 
able homicide,  shall  be  deemed  manslaughter  in  the  fourth 
degree." 

''  Every  other  killing  of  a  human  being,  by  the  act,  pro- 
curement or  culpable  negligence  of  another,  where  such  kill- 
ing is  not  justifiable  or  excusable,  or  is  not  declared  in  this 
chapter  miA'der,  or  in  this  title  manslaughter  of  some  other 
degree,  shall  be  deemed  manslaughter  in  the  fourth  degree." 

I  have  thus  gone  through  these  various  definitions  because 
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the  court  of  appeals,  in  a  recent  case,  have  said  it  was  import- 
ant it  should  be  done,  and  also  that  joa  may  more  clearly 
appreciate  the  crime  of  murder.  Murder  in  the  first  degree 
consists  in  this : 

Murder  in  ihe  First  Degree, 

'^  When  perpetrated  from  a  premeditated  design  to  efitect 
the  death  of  the  person  killed,  or  of  any  human  being,  unless 
it  be  manslaughter  or  excusable  or  justifiable  homicide." 

Now  the  statute  says:  "From  v^ premeditated  design  to 
effect  the  death  of  the  person  killed ; "  that  is  to  say  that  the 
person  intends  to  do  the  act  which  he  does.  That  intent  may 
have  been  formed  immediately  previous  to  the  act,  or  it  may 
have  been  formed  a  long  time  prior  to  its  consummation. 
The  lapse  of  time  intervening  between  the  resolve  and  the 
execution  of  the  resolve  is  in  no  wise  important.  It  is  murder 
if  the  person  intends  the  act ;  if  he  designs  to  do  what  he 
does;  if  h^i premeditates  the  killing  of  the  person  whom  he 
slays. 

Murder  in  the  Second  Degree, 

The  crime  of  murder  in  the  second  degree  is  perhaps  a 
little  less  marked.  "  Such  killing,  unless  it  be  murder  in  the 
first  degree  "  (reading  as  before).  When  this  statute  was  first 
passed  it  was  supposed  by  many  members  of  the  legal  profes- 
sion and  by  many  members  of  the  community,  that  it  was 
designed  to  mark  a  crime  of  murder  wherein  the  premedita- 
tion was  not  so  clear  and  distinct  as  that  of  murder  in  the 
first  degree.  As  for  example,  two  men  meet  suddenly  and 
through  words  passing  between  them,  without  any  other 
provocation,  the  one,  suddenly  fired  by  wrath,  kills,  having 
formed  the  determination  to  kill  upon  the  instant  and  upon 
the  spot.  Now  here  is  a  case  of  designed  killing,  but  it  is  a 
killing  in  the  heat  of  passion,  without  a  sufficient  provocation 
to  bring  the  crime  down  to  manslaughter  in  the  second  or 
third  degree.  That  was  murder  at  the  common  law  and  it 
was  this  class  of  cases  to  which  many  persons  supposed  this 
Vol.  L  27 
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statate  applied  ;  whereas,  it  was  supposed  that  murder  in  the 
first  degree  was  designed  to  mark  that  class  of  cases  where 
the  evidence  of  premeditation  was  clear  and  well  defined,  as 
for  example  a  person  administers  poison  to  another;  there 
you  have  the  purchase  of  poison,  the  mixing  of  the  dose,  and 
its  administration.  Or  where  a  person .  stealthily  lay  in  wait 
for  another  and  slew  him  upon  meeting.  You  will  see  for 
yourselves  that  the  latter  cases  are  more  marked  by  delibera- 
tion than  the  first  cases  I  put.  This,  I  say,  was  largely  the 
opinion  of  the  profession  and  the  community  when  this  sec- 
tion was  passed.  They  also  supposed  it  referred  to  another 
case,  and  that  was  where  the  killing  was  without  any  design 
to  effect  death  when  the  person  was  engaged  in  the  commis- 
sion of  a  felony  of  a  lower  grade  than  that  of  arson  in  the 
first  degree.  As  if,  for  example,  some  persons  should  under- 
take to  commit  a  burglary  in  your  house,  and  while  in  the 
act  of  committing  the  burglary,  without  any  intent  to  kill, 
that  person  should  slay  you.  This  was  deemed  to  be  covered 
by  this  second  section.  And  I  should  charge  you,  gentlemen, 
that  this  was  the  law  were  it  not  for  a  decision  of  the  court 
of  appeals  of  this  state  which  has  construed  that  statute  and 
to  which  decision  I  now  desire  to  call  your  attention.  It  is 
the  case  of  Fitzgerald  agt.  The  People  (37  N.  T.,  413).  I 
read  from  chief  justice  Hunt's  opinion  (p.  19)  where  he  says: 

^^The  killing  of  a  human  being  shall  be  murder  in  the 
first  degree,  1.  When  perpetrated  from  a  premeditated  design 
to  effect  the  death  of  the  person  killed  or  of  any  human 
being ;  2.  When  perpetrated  by  an  act  imminently  danger- 
ous, etc. ;  3.  When  perpetrated  in  committing  the  crime  of 
arson  in  the  first  degree.  Such  killing,  unless  it  be  murder, 
or  manslaughter,  or  justifiable  homicide,  as  hereinafter  pro- 
vided, shall  be  murder  in  the  second  degree,  when  perpetrated 
without  a  design  to  effect  death,  by  a  person  engaged  in  the 
commission  of  any  felony." 

So  that  the  court  in  their  definition  of  this  crime  have 
excluded  the  notion  or  theory  to  which  I  have  referred,  that 
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this  statute  covered  a  case  less  marked  in  design  than  that 
covered  by  the  definition  of  murder  in  the  first  degree.  And 
then  the  judge  further  says :  "  This  was  the  evident  intent 
of  the  framers  of  the  statute,  and  in  my  judgment  is  a  justi- 
fiable construction  of  the  language.  Or,  again,  it  may  be 
read  thus : 

"  Such  killing,  when  perpetrated  without  any  design  to 
efiect  death,  by  a  person  engaged  in  the  commission  of  any 
felony,  shall  be  murder  in  the  second  degree,  unless  it  be 
murder  in  the  first  degree  (as  above  defined)  or  manslaughter 
or  justifiable  or  excusable  homicide,  as  hereinafter  provided.'* 

So  that,  as  I  understand  this  statute  of  murder  as  it  existed 
at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  offense  (of  course,  I  do 
not  refer  to  it  as  it  now  is  under  the  law  passed  since  the 
commission  of  this  act),  in  every  case  of  premeditated  killing, 
where  one  kills  another  by  premeditated  design,  that  is  mur- 
der in  the  first  degree,  and  cannot  come  under  the  statute 
defining  it  in  the  second  degree. 

Facts  of  the  EiUAng. 

The  first  question,  gentlemen,  that  you  have  to  settle  (if  it 
requires  any  settling  at  all)  is :  Did  the  prisoner,  Joseph  Waltz, 
kill  Herman  Holcher  with  premeditated  design  ?  The  facts 
are  in  brief  these:  On  the  2l8t  day  of  April,  1873,  the 
deceased,  a  resident  of  Albany,  and  a  scissors  grinder  by  occu- 
pation, left  home  upon  a  trip.  It  was  a  trip  such  as  he  was 
accustomed  periodically  to  make  in  different  sections  of  the 
country,  to  follow  his  occupation.  He  fixed  the  date  when 
he  would  return,  which  was  somewhere  about  the  beginning 
of  May.  Not  having  returned  by  the  time  appointed,  and 
the  family  having  become  somewhat  uneasy  from  his  contin- 
ued and  protracted  absence,  his  widow  and  her  son-in-law 
(Mr.  Kelch)  leave  Albany  in  search  of  Holcher.  They  went 
to  Hudson,  Kondout,  Poughkeepsie  and  Oatskill,  and  thence 
to  the  residence  of  the  father  of  the  prisoner,  at  whose  house 
the  prisoner  also  resided.     They  there  had  an  interview  with 
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the  prisoner  and  his  father.  I  need  not  now  go  over  in  detail 
that  interview.  I  shall  have  occasion  to  speak  of  it  by  and 
by  on  another  branch  of  the  case.  They  returned  from  that 
interview  to  Albany.  The  next  day  they  returned  from 
Albany  to  Catskill ;  having  procured  a  warrant  for  the  priso- 
ner and  also  a  search  warrant,  they  proceed,  in  company  with 
officer  Ernst  and  under-sheriff  Bennett,  to  the  residence  of 
the  prisoner  and  his  fether.  When  they  reach  this  dwelling 
an  examination  of  the  premises  showed  that  in  a  room  in  the 
building  that  was  pointed  out  as  the  room  where  Holcher 
slept,  there  was  blood  upon  the  floor,  which  had  been  par- 
tially erased  by  scraping,  partially  by  planing  and  partially 
covered  over  by  paint,  and  that  blood  led  from  this  spot 
across  the  room  and  the  kitchen  to  the  outer  door.  They 
also  found  blood  upon  the  partition  separating  this  room,  as 
I  understand  it,  from  the  room  in  which  the  prisoner  slept ; 
in  the  wood-house  they  found  the  lounge,  which  had  the 
appearance  of  having  been  recently  washed,  and  on  opening 
the  lounge  they  found  a  quantity  of  blood  partially  hidden 
and  partially  covered  over  by  ink  or  some  black  substance. 
Pursuing  their  investigation  over  the  premises,  they  found  a 
spot  upon  a  road  leading  to  the  back  part  of  the  farm 
where  the  machine  of  the  scissors  grinder  evidently  had 
been  burned.  They  found  the  ashes,  hinges,  screws  and  some 
other  parts  of  the  machine.  They  also  found  at  a  place  near 
where  the  wall  was  lower  than  at  other  places,  a  number  of 
bloody  stones.  Having  made  these  discoveries  they  arrest  the 
prisoner.  After  a  denial  of  his  guilt  and  after  an  incarcera- 
tion for  a  time  in  the  jail,  he  tells  them  that  if  they  will  take 
him  back  to  the  old  farm  again,  that  he  will  point  out  to  them 
the  place  where  the  body  of  Holcher  lay ;  they  took  him  to 
the  farm ;  he  goes  about  the  premises  and  having  viewed  them 
he  proceeds  to  the  house ;  he  directs  one  man  to  go  out  and 
another  man  to  stay  in,  and  in  the  midst  of  the  company 
which  he  had  selected,  he  asks  them  to  tell  him  of  what  he 
has  been  accused.     They  say  he  has  been  accused  of  this 
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murder  and  of  robbing  school-houses,  and  after  hearing  the 
accusations  he  proceeds  to  make  a  confession,  which  confession 
admits  the  killing,  the  burial  and  secretion  of  the  body,  and 
ends  by  conducting  the  people  to  the  spot  where  the  deceased 
was  interred,  and  an  excavation  showed  the  scene  in  all  its  hor- 
rid details.  There  can  then  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  prisoner 
did  this  deed.  Indeed  his  counsel  in  opening  and  in  closing 
have  frankly  conceded  that  he  did  the  act.  So  that  in  regard 
to  the  commission  of  the  homicide  there  is  no  dispute.  Her- 
man Holcher  came  to  a  violent  and  untimely  death  at  the 
hands  of  the  prisoner,  and  may  I  not  further  say  that  if  the 
prisoner  was  capable  of  reasoning,  if  he  was  capable  of  reflec- 
tion and  of  understanding  the  act,  that  the  killing  was  with 
the  d^gn  which  the  statute  marking  the  crime  of  murder  in 
the  first  degree  emphasizes  ?  But  it  is  said  in  the  prisoner's 
behalf,  and  this  is  an  important  and  solemn  question  you  are 
to  decide,  though  he  did  do  this  act  he  is  not  responsible  for 
its  commission;  that  he  is  insane;  that  though  the  hand 
wielded  the  hatchet  that  struck  those  terrible  and  killing 
blows,  the  soul,  the  intellect,  the  mind  of  the  man,  did  not, 
by  reason  of  impaired  intellect,  do  the  act  and  impel  the 
hand.  K  this  be  so  it  is  a  defense.  The  statute  has  declared 
that  no  insane  person  can  be  punished  for  a  criminal  act ;  he 
is  not  in  the  eye  of  the  law  responsible,  neither  before  this 
tribunal  nor  before  the  Greater  and  Higher  Tribunal  to  which 
we  must  in  the  end- render  our  account. 

What  is  Inacmityt 

But  what  is  insanity  ?  What  must  be  the  mental  condition 
of  the  party  who  is  to  be  excused  on  account  of  that  mental 
condition  ?  How  much  intellect,  understanding,  judgment 
and  comprehension  must  he  have  to  make  him  amenable  to 
the  law  %  This,  gentlemen,  is  a  question  for  the  court,  and 
as  the  court  lays  down  that  law  to  you,  you  will  be  guided 
and  governed  by  it  in  your  deliberations.  Questions  of  fact 
belong  to  you ;  questions  of  law  to  the  court.    Trench  not 
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upoD  the  prerogative  of  the  court  and  the  court  will  be  care- 
ful to  leave  to  you  that  which  the  law  makes  it  your  duty  to 
decide.  What,  then,  I  repeat,  mu8t  be  the  mental  condition 
of  the  person  who  has  done  the  act,  otherwise  unlawful, 
which  will  excuse  him  for  the  commission  of  such  act  t 

The  term  *'  insanity  "  is  a  somewhat  vague  one.  There  are 
different  degrees  of  mental  power  in  a  healthy  person. 
There  are  various  degrees  of  capacity  among  persons  whose 
intellect  may  be  slightly  impaired.  In  regard  to  the  civil 
afiairs  of  life,  that  act  is  a  good  and  lawful  one  which  is  done 
by  a  person  who  understands  the  act.  The  law  can  make  no 
difference  between  the  talented  and  those  who  are  not,  in 
r^ard  to  the  execution  of  a  deed  or  a  will,  so  long  as  the 
person  of  the  lesser'  intellect  has  enough  capacity  to  under- 
stand and  comprehend  the  act  which  he  does.  And  so  in 
regard  to  crime.  The  person  who  comprehends  crime  in  all 
its  monstrosity  is  liable.  The  person  whose  intellect  is  less 
than  that,  so  long  as  he  has  sufficient  comprehension  to 
know  that  the  act  \&  wrong  and  is  forbidden,  and  will  be  pun- 
ished by  the  law,  is  equally  responsible;  no  more  so  and 
none  less  so.  The  law,  gentlemen,  does  not  recognize  insanity 
as  a  defense  so  long  as  the  person  understands  and  compre- 
hends the  act.  That  the  person  pretends  he  is  impelled  by 
an  irresistible  and  overwhelming  impulse  to  commit  the  act, 
will  not  make  a  defense.  It  will  not  do  for  a  person  to  say, 
"I  was  tempted  to  crime  and  was  overcome  by  temptation." 
If  he  knows  the  act  is  wrong  and  is  forbidden  he  must  resist 
the  temptation ;  and  if  he  commits  the  act  he  does  it  at  his 
peril.  Neither  will  it  do  to  excuse  the  commission  of  crime 
because  a  person  believes  in  spirits.  Belief  in  spirits  may  be 
evidence  for  a  jury  to  found  its  judgment  upon  in  regard  to 
the  understanding  and  comprehension  by  the  party  accused 
of  the  act  and  crime.  But  belief  of  spirits  in  itself —  that 
the  party  sees  or  hears  spirits  —  that  spirits  i^^isper  to  him 
and  bid  him  do  this  act  —  that  of  itself  is  no  defense,  pro- 
vided the  judgment  and  reason  which  God  gave  to  him  and 
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spared  to  him,  declare  to  his  conscioiiSDess  that  the  act  waa 
wroDgy  and  that  the  laws  of  God  and  man  forbid  it. 

This,  gentlemen,  is  no  new  doctrine ;  it  is  as  old  as  the 
country  from  which  we  have  borrowed  the  most  of  our  learn- 
ing and  onr  law.  I  refer  now  to  the  law  of  England.  And 
that  yoa  may  see  what  the  law  of  that  country  is  upon  that 
question,  let  me  call  your  attention  to  some  extracts  from  that 
law  whidi  I  have  carefully  culled : 

'^  To  justify  the  acquittal  of  a  person  indicted  for  murder^ 
on  the  ground  of  insanity,  the  jury  must  be  satisfied  that  he 
was  incapable  of  judging  between  right  and  wrong,  and 
that,  at  the  time  of  committing  the  act,  he  did  not  con- 
sider that  it  was  an  offense  against  the  laws  of  God  and 
nature." 

This  opinion  was  given  by  lord  Lyndhubst  in  the  case  of 
The  King  agt.  Offord.    Another  judge  thus  says : 

*'  Where,  upon  a  trial  for  murder,  the  plea  of  insanity  is 
set  up,  the  question  for  the  jury  is :  ^  Did  the  prisoner  do  the 
act  under  a  delusion,  believing  it  to  be  other  than  it  was ! ' 
If  he  knew  what  he  was  doing  and  that  it  was  likely  to  cause 
death,  and  was  contrary  to  the  laws  of  God  and  man,  and^ 
that  the  law  directed  that  persons  who  did  such  acts  should 
be  punished,  he  is  guilty  of  murder." 

This  was  the  opinion  of  Mabtin,  3^  in  the  case  of  Tlie 
Queen  agt  Tovmley.    And  again :  * 

"The  circumstance  of  a  person  having  acted  under  an 
irresistible  influence  to  the  concimission  of  homicide  is  no 
defense,  if,  at  the  time  he  committed  the  act,  he  knew  he 
was  doing  what  was  wrong." 

That  is  the  opinion  of  Bsamwbll  in  Qi^een  agt.  Haynel. 
The  same  doctrine  has  been  enunciated  in  various  states  of 
this  Union. 

"  In  a  trial  for  murder,  a  charge  ^  that  the  true  test  of 
insanity  is,  whether  the  accused,  at  the  time  of  the  commis- 
sion of  the  crime,  was  conscious  that  he  was  doing  what  he 
ought  not  to  do,'  is  proper." 
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That  was  held  in  the  case  of  The  People  agt.  Hebeon  (17 
Califomid), 

^*  The  test  of  such  insanity  in  criminal  cases,  as  will  excuse 
the  commission  of  a  crime,  is  whether  the  accnsed,  at  the 
commission  thereof,  was  conscious  that  he  was  doing  what 
he  ought  not  to  do." 

The  State  agt.  Spmcer  (1  N.  J.,  196). 

"  It  is  not  every  kind  or  degree  of  insanity  which  exempts 
from  punishment.  K  the  accused  understood  the  nature  of 
the  act,  if  he  knew  it  was  wrong  and  it  deserved  punish- 
ment, he  is  responsible. '^ 

This  is  the  case  of  The  TJ.  S.  agt.  MoOlmn  (1  CuHis  (X 
Ct,  Beps.y 

'^  If  a  man  has  capacity  and  reason  sufficient  to  enable  him 
to  distinguish  between  right  and  wrong  as  to  a  particular 
aotj  for  the  commission  of  which  he  is  on  trial,  if  he  has 
knowledge  and  consciousness  that  the  act  he  is  doing  is  wrong 
and  will  deserve  punishment,  he  is,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  of 
sound  mind  and  memory,  and  therefore  criminally  responsi- 
ble for  the  act." 

And,  gentlemen,  the  same  doctrine  has  been  enunciated  in 
a  recent  case  in  the  court  of  appeals  of  this  state,  which  is 
our  highest  court,  and  whose  decisions  must  be  our  guide  in 
the  determination  of  this  one.  The  case  is  reported  in  52 
JPf.  Y.  {Flaruigan^^gi.  The  People).  The  prisoner  was  con- 
victed in  the  general  sessions  of  New  York  city  of  the  crime 
of  murder  in  the  second  degree,  he  having  been  indicted  for 
murder  in  the  first  degree,  for  killing  his  wife.  The  counsel 
for  the  prisoner  made  these  points : 

"  No  man  can  commit  a  crime,  although  he  has  understand- 
ingy  if  he  has  no  wUl.  The  right  and  wrong  test  as  to  the 
contemplated  act  is  not  favored.  The  power  of  choosing  right 
from  wrong,  is  as  essential  to  legal  responsibility  as  the  mere 
capacity  of  distinguishing  right  from  wrong." 

That  is  to  say,  the  prisoner's  counsel  said  he  must  have  the 
power  to  choose;  that  is,  to  determine  what  he  would  or 
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would  not  do;  whether  he  should  do  the  act,  or  whether 
he  should  not  do  it,  and  this  was  just  as  important  in 
determining  whether  he  was  insane  or  not  as  his  power  to 
distingidsh  between  the  right  and  the  wrong  of  the  act.  In 
other  words,  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  claimed  that  though 
the  prisoner  might  have  reason  enough  to  tell  him  that  the 
act  was  wrong  —  that  the  laws  of  the  land  and  God  forbid 
it — yet,  if  he  had  no  will  to  resist  the  influence  which  bade 
him  do  the  act,  then  he  was  crazy  and  insane,  and  not  crimi- 
nally responsible.  It  presents  to  a  certain  extent  one  of  the 
very  propositions  which  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  has 
raised  here.  It  presents  almost  the  identical  question  which 
is  raised  by  the  confession  of  the  prisoner  in  the  case.  Now 
what  did  the  court  of  appeals  say  ?  They  refer,  in  the  first 
place,  to  the  case  of  Willis  agt.  The  People.  That  was  a 
case  in  which  I  was  concerned,  and  where  the  rule  in  this 
state  was  pretty  thoroughly  settled.  The  court,  through 
Andbews,  J.,  says : 

"  That  the  test  of  responsibility  for  criminal  acts,  where 
unsoundness  of  mind  is  interposed  as  a  defense;  is  the  capacity 
of  the  defendant  to  distinguish  between  right  and  wrong  at 
the  time  of,  and  with  respect  to  the  act,  which  is  the  subject 
of  the  inquiry." 

Of  course,  he  must  be  able  intelligently  to  distinguish 
between  the  right  and  the  wrong ;  he  must  have  a  compre- 
hension and  knowledge  that  the  act  is  forbidden  ;  it  must  be 
present  to  his  mind  at  the  time  he  resolves  to  do  it.  But  if 
that  intelligence  and  comprehension  be  present  —  if  there  is 
a  voice  within  him  saying,  "  Do  not  this  act,"  and  he  under- 
stands that  if  he  does  it  it  is  wrong,  and  the  law  will  punish 
him,  then,  if  he  does  it,  he  is  responsible,  even  though  he 
may  claim  that  some  mysterious  influence  or  spirit  urges  him 
on  and  destroys  his  power  to  resist.    I  further  read : 

"  We  are  asked  in  this  case  to  introduce  a  new  element  into 
the  rule  of  criminal  responsibility,  in  cases  of  alleged  insanity, 
and  to  hold  that  the  power  of  choosing  right  from  wrong  is 
Vol.  L  28 
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as  essential  to  legal  responsibility  as  the  capacity  of  distin- 
guisliing  between  them,  and  that  the  absence  of  the  former 
is  consistent  with  the  presence  of  the  latter. 

"  The  argument  proceeds  upon  the  theory  that  there  is  a 
form  of  insanity  in  which  the  faculties  are  so  disordered  and 
deranged  that  a  man,  though  he  perceives  the  moral  quality 
of  his  acts,  is  unable  to  control  them,  and  is  urged  by  some 
mysterious  pressure  to  the  commission  of  acts,  the  conse- 
quences of  which  he  anticipates  but  cannot  avoid. 

"  Whatever  medical  or  scientific  authority  there  may  be 
for  this  view,  it  has  not  been  accepted  by  courts  of  law. 

"  The  vagueness  land  uncertainty  of  the  inquiry  which 
would  be  opened,  and  the  manifest  danger  of  introducing 
the  limitation  claimed  into  the  rule  of  responsibility,  in  cases 
of  crime,  may  well  cause  courts  to  pause  before  assenting  to  it* 

^'Indulgence  in  evil  passions  weakens  the  restraining 
power  of  the  will  and  conscience;  and  the  rule  suggested 
would  be  the  cover  for  the  commission  of  crime  and  its  justi- 
fication. The  doctrine  that  a  criminal  act  may  be  excused 
upon  the  notion  of  an  irresistible  impulse  to  commit  it,  where 
the  ofiender  has  the  ability  to  discover  his  legal  and  moral 
duty  in  respect  to  it,  has  no  place  in  the  law.  JEIolfe,  B.,  in 
Rogers  agt.  AUunty  where,  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
poisoning,  the  defendant  was  alleged  to  have  acted  under 
some  moral  infiuence  which  he  could  not  resist,  said :  '  Every 
crime  was  committed  under  an  influence  of  such  a  descrip- 
tiorij  and  the  object  of  the  law  was  to  compel  people  to  con- 
trol these  influences.' " 

That,  gentlemen,  is  the  law  of  this  case.  It  is  the  law 
which  must  govern  you  in  your  deliberations.  You  are  not 
to  ask  yourselves  the  vague  question  whether  the  prisoner 
was  or  was  not  insane,  without  having  any  clear  or  definite 
comprehension  of  what  insanity  is ;  but  you  are  to  ask  your- 
selves the  question:  Did  the  prisoner  understand  this  act 
when  he  raised  that  hatchet  and  smote  Holcher  those  fatal 
blows  ?    Did  he  understand  that  the  laws  of  God  and  man 
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forbade  him ;  and  did  he  know  that  thoee  laws  woald  hold 
him  responsible  for  it  when  discovered  and  brought  before  a 
tribunal  of  justice?  If  he  did^  he  is  guilty.  No  matter 
though  he  says,  and  his  counsel  for  him  argue,  that  an  irre- 
sistible, mysterious  power  urged  him  on  to  the  commission. 
This  is  no  defense.  The  law  says  it  is  the  duty  of  the  person 
to  resist  these  influences,  and  to  successfully  resist  them. 
The  safety  of  society,  the  protection  of  life,  require  that  we 
should  hold  persons  accountable  for  crime  who  know  that  the 
act  which  they  do  is  a  criminal  one. 

Whilst  I  have  been  thus  careful  to  char^  you  upon  the 
law  as'  to  what  degree  of  knowledge  or  understanding  a 
person  must  have  to  exempt  him  from  punishment,  I  have 
not  designed,  nor  do  I  design  anywhere  in  the  progress  of 
this  ca^,  to  intimate  to  you  any  opinion  or  judgment  upon 
the  question  of  fact,  as  to  whether  or  not  the  prisoner  had 
this  comprehension.  That  is  a  question  for  you,  and  it  is  the 
next  question  to  which  I  proceed  to  call  your  attention.  For 
the  purpose  of  aiding  you  in  your  deliberations  in  reaching  a 
just  conclusion  upon  this  question,  I  propose  to  refer  you, 
very  briefly,  to  some  of  the  salient  points  of  the  evidence 
upon  both  sides,  and  then  I  leave  the  question  for  you  to 
decide  upon  your  oaths  and  judgments. 

Prominent /acts  proved  on  ihepwri  of  the  prisoner. 

Let  us  glance,  in  the  flrst  place,  at  some  of  the  prominent 
facts  proven  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner.  It  is  said  that  some 
three  or  four  years  ago  that  the  life  and  habits  of  this  young 
man  changed.  They  say  that  up  to  that  time  he  had  been  a 
man  of  most  exemplary  conduct  and  deportment,  remarkably 
so  for  one  in  his  position  in  life,  when  suddenly  he  changes 
his  characteristics,  and  that  his  reason  no  longer  controls  his 
actions  and  governs  his  conduct;  and  to  .prove  this  proposi- 
tion they  have  adduced  quite  a  mass  of  evidence.  First  and 
prominent,  of  course,  is  the  evidence  given  by  his  father  and 
sister,  who  had  a  better  opportunity  of  knowing  what  this 
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young  man  had  been  previous  to  the  commission  of  this  act, 
and  who  have  a  better  knowledge  of  his  nature.  They  say 
that  some  years  ago  his  conduct  did  change ;  he  became  at 
sometime  sulky,  sullen  and  morose;  at  times  he  would 
answer  no  questions ;  at  times  would  refuse  food ;  he  com- 
menced  about  that  time,  they  say,  to  build  a  tower,  from  the 
top  of  which  he  was  to  speak  his  speeches  to  the  world,  and 
in  which  he  was  to  study  and  vn-ite.  They  say,  also,  that 
about  that  time  he  had  three  epileptic  fits,  thus  showing  that 
the  physical  system  had  in  some  way  become  impaired,  and, 
as  a  natural  consequence,  the  mental  powers  had  become 
enfeebled  and  weakened.  They  speak  of  an  occasion  when, 
at  night,  he  went  out  among  the  vines  shooting,  claiming 
that  he  saw  some  persons  among  the  vines,  whilst  both  the 
father  and  sister  say  that  thoi^h  they  carefully  searched 
through  the  vines  they  could  see  or  hear  no  one,  and  they 
left  him  shooting ;  and  he  continued  to  do  that  for  the  space 
of  about  three  hours,  he  having  shot  for  about  an  half  hour 
before  they  went  out.  I  have  not  undertaken  to  enumerate 
all  that  they  have  said;  though  I  may  mention  one  other  fact. 
They  say  his  mind  became  so  impaired  and  confused  that  he 
could  no  longer  make  change  accurately,  and  the  sister  was 
sent  with  him.  That  in  driving  he  became  abstracted  and 
moody,  that  the  lines  hung  down  in  the  wagon,  and  that  he 
paid  no  attention  to  the  horses'  direction.  Of  course  this  is 
the  evidence  of  the  family  of  the  accused.  You  are  not  to 
disbelieve  this  because  they  are  the  witnesses  who  testify  to 
it,  but  you  certainly  are  to  look  at  this  evidence  with  some 
care,  from  the  very  position  which  they  occupy  toward  the 
accused.  It  is  a  terrible  strain  for  human  nature,  gentlemen. 
God  grant  that  neither  you  nor  I  may  ever  be  subjected  to  a 
similar  ordeal.  The  father  says  (and  you  are  to  take  into 
account  how  far  you  are  to  rely  upon  him),  that  he  discovered 
no  blood  upon  that  floor,  and  heard  no  noise  that  night. 
There  is  evidence  in  the  case  (I  don't  know  whether  they 
speak  truly  or  not  —  it  is  a  question  for  you),  that  he  did 
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say,  when  seen  by  Mrs.  Holcher  and  Kelch,  that  he  did  hear 
a  noise  that  night,  that  he  was  abont  striking  a  light 
and  going  down  stairs,  but  the  noise  ceasing  he  returned 
to  bed.  Mrs  Holcher  swears  that  in  going  to  the  room 
and  pointing  out  the  bloody  stain  upon  the  floor  of  the 
room  where  her  husband  slept  she  said:  '^This  is  the 
blood  of  Mr.  Holcher."  It  is  also  proven  that  he  said  to 
some  of  the  persons  there  that  he  (Holcher)  had  the  nose 
bleed  that  night.  However,  he  denies  all  this.  I  do  not  say 
that  because  of  these  things  yon  should  disregard  his  evi- 
dence ;  far  from  it  I  merely  mention  these  facts  as  facts  for 
you  to  consider  in  judging  of  the  reliability  to  be  placed  npon 
the  evidence,  detailing  the  conduct  of  the  accused  prior  to 
the  commission  of  this  offense.  It  is  a  question  for  you. 
Tou  have  a  right  to  believe  it  fully.  You  have  a  right  to  say 
that  every  word  that  old  Mr.  Waltz  and  his  daughter  uttered 
is  not  shaken  in  the  least.  You  must  do  so  carefully  and  with 
deliberation,  and  that  you  may  do  it  with  deliberation  I  have 
made  to  you  these  suggestions  in  regard  to  Waltz's  evidence. 
They  have  also  called  Mr.  Jacob  Goetchius  and  wife,  who 
speak  of  the  change.  Mr.  Goetchius  says,  at  times  he  would 
see  Waltz  going  around  over  the  premises  casting  his  eyes 
upward  and  gesturing — a  thing  that  he  had  not  observed 
until  recently.  At  times  and  passing  him  upon  the  road  he 
would  not  speak,  though  always  accustomed  to  speak  prior  to 
the  time.  And  the  wife  speaks  of  an  occasion  when  she  was 
sweeping  in  the  yard  and  saw  Waltz  going  by  with  his  head 
down  and  countenance  very  sad  and  dejected.  These  are 
fects  for  you  to  pass  upon.  You  are  to  weigh  them  and  give 
them  all  the  weight  which  you  can  reasonably  for  the  benefit 
of  the  prisoner,  because  the  law  presumes  innocence  and  not 
guilt.  It  throws  around  the  person  of  every  one  this  shield 
of  protection,  and  you  are  to  give  to  this  unfortunate  accused 
the  benefit  of  that  rule.  They  have  also  called  James  Beid, 
James  Reid,  Jr.,  and  Eliza  Taylor,  who  say  that  on  the  9th 
of  May,  1873,  a  man  came  to  their  place,  asking  for  something 
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to  eat ;  that  he  came  np  to  the  house  singing  and  shouting, 
and  having  procured  some  bread  and  milk  he  went  away, 
soon  being  followed  by  Mr.  Reid  and  his  nephew,  and  was 
found  a  short  distance  away,  seated  against  a  tree,  with  his 
feet  extended  against  the  ground,  looking  up  the  hill ;  that 
tliis  man  professed  to  be  a  disciple  of  the  sun,  moon  and 
stars ;  he  spoke  of  the  sun  as  the  great  father  of  light,  and 
made  a  prayer  to  it ;  and  his  language  and  gestures  were  very 
excited,  and  his  manner  evidently  that  of  a  person  bereft  of 
reason.  They  say  that  this  person  whom  they  saw  on  that 
occasion  was  the  prisoner.  Gentlemen,  this  is  highly  and 
most  important  evidence  —  it  certainly  shows  a  great  degree 
of  insanity.  The  important  question  for  you  will  be,  was 
this  the  prisoner  of  whom  these  witnesses  have  spoken.  Ko 
one  will  suspect,  for  a  moment,  that  these  respectable  people 
came  here  to  give  any  thing  but  their  honest  impressions.  I 
have  no  doubt,  in  my  own  mind,  that  Mr.  Reid  and  his  sister- 
in-law  and  nephew  all  think,  and  think  honestly,  they  saw 
the  prisoner,  and  they  may  be  right.  It  is  a  question  I  leave 
to  you.  But  it  is  a  question  which  you  must  carefully 
examine,  for  upon  your  examination  of  this  question  very 
much  depends. 

The  next  class  of  evidence  to  which  the  counsel  has  referred 
is  the  letters,  and  they  certainly  are  somewhat  remarkable. 
The  first  letter  is  the  letter  left  in  the  Leeds  school-house, 
where,  after  informing  the  pedagogue,  &c.,  of  the  commission 
of  the  offense,  he  proceeds  to  say  that  the  robbery  has  been 
committed  by  a  band  of  outlaws  from  British  Columbia,  and 
that  they  are  going  to  proceed  westward  to  the  Cairo  school- 
house  and  steal  books,  which  will  be  of  great  service  to  the 
half-civilized  Indians  of  British  Columbia.  He  says  they  are 
under  the  influence  of  Belial,  meaning,  I  suppose  by  that,  the 
devil,  and  that  while  they  know  it  will  be  better  to  be  under 
the  influence  of  man  rather  then  the  devil,  yet  they  are  under 
his  influence,  and  unable  to  resist,  and  therefore  they  pray 
they  may  be  forgiven.    You  have  heard  the  comments  of  the 
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counsel  for  the  people  apon  this  letter,  and  also  the  views 
given  you  by  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner.  You  are  to  decide 
which  is  the  right  and  which  is  the  wrong.  As  I  said  to  yon 
a  moment  ago,  it  is  not  enough  for  a  person  to  fancy  he  is 
under  the  influence  of  the  devil  or  that  the  devil  tempts  him, 
if  he  knows  the  act  is  wrong,  but  it  may  be  evidence  that  the 
mind  is  diseased,  deranged,  disordered  and  disorganized  so 
that  he  is  unable  to  comprehend  and  understand  the  act.  I 
submit  this  to  you. 

Then  there  is  the  letter  upon  the  telegraph  pole  near  Oox- 
sackie,  posted  there,  and  portions  of  the  machine  thrown 
around ;  in  which  letter  he  says  sundry  other  strange  things. 
That  the  band  has  been  joined  by  a  new  man  who  proposes 
to  rob  banks,  &c.,  not  in  the  ordinary  way,  but  to  enter  them 
in  broad  daylight  by  superhuman  skill.  Then  the  poetry  has 
been  read  to  you.  All  this  you  are  to  consider  as  bearing 
upon  his  mental  condition  at  the  time  he  did  the  act,  fpr 
I  may  as  well  say  here,  lest  I  forget  it,  that  you  are  not  to 
say  whether  the  prisoner  is  now  insane,  but  you  are  to  say 
whether  he  was  or  was  not  insane  at  the  time  he  struck  those 
blows ;  whether  he  understood  the  nature  and  character  of  the 
act  he  did.  If  he  is  insane  now,  the  law  provides  for  a  mode 
of  ascertaining  it,  and  he  cannot  be  executed  or  punished  so 
long  as  he  is  insane.  That  thing  will  be  carefully  «een  to 
hereafter.  The  question  for  you,  then,  is:  What  was  his 
mental  condition  at  the  time  when  Holcher  came  to  his  death 
at  his  hands  ? 

So  again  the  prisoner's  counsel  say  there  was  no  motive  for 
the  commission  of  this  crime.  He  had  borne  previously  a  good 
character,  and  you  must  look  at  the  case  of  the  people  in  pre- 
cisely the  same  light  that  you  would  if  either  one  of  the 
counsel,  or  yourselves,  or  the  court,  were  upon  trial  for  this  act. 
The  law  makes  no  distinction  between  persons.  It  does  not 
discriminate  between  the  parties.  Good  character  tells  for 
counsel  and  it  tells  for  the  humblest  individual  in  the  land. 
It  should  weigh  always  in  every  case.     But,  gentlemen,  no 
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character,  no  matter  how  unsoiled,  no  matter  how  unstainedi 
can  exempt  a  person  when  the  evidence  shows  him  to  be 
guilty.  But  give  to  the  prisoner  the  benefits  of  it.  On 
behalf  of  the  prisoner,  Dr.  Molvaut  (a  French  doctor),  and 
Dr.  Philip,  testify  they  think  he  is  now  not  in  his  right 
mind.  Dr.  M.  saying  it  is  melancholia  and  monomania,  and 
Dr.  P.  not  particularizing,  as  I  understand  him,  the  kind  of 
insanity,  but  he  expects  it  will  end  in  idiocy  by  and  by.  Dr. 
P.  also  gives  you  the  reason  why  he  thinks  him  insane; 
among  other  reasons  is  his  conduct  upon  the  occasion  when 
he  made  his  confession ;  his  continually  asking  the  question, 
''Is  that  all?"  speaking  of  what  crimes  he  was  accused. 
That  is  to  his  mind  very  high  evidence  of  his  being  not  very 
sound.  Having  given  you  the  reason  you  must  judge  of  the 
soundness  of  it  yourselves. 

Peoples  evidence. 

This  is  the  evidence  for  you  to  consider  on  the  part  of  the 
prisoner.  Now  ^hat  have  the  people  proven?  They  say 
that  this  man's  habits  have  not  changed  substantially  and 
really.  They  say  that  up  to  the  time  of  the  commission  of 
this  offense  he  was,  substantially,  the  same  Joseph  Waltz  that 
he  always  was ;  that  therefore  the  argument  to  be  derived 
from  the  change  in  his  habits  and  manner  is  not  correct  and 
sound,  and  they  have  given  you  a  number  of  witnesses  on 
that  point.  Here  are  James  Goetchius  and  wife,  who  dealt 
with  him  in  buying  potatoes,  very  near  to  the  time  of  the 
homicide.  Mrs.  Shearman,  who  appeared  so  intelligently  on 
the  stand ;  she  spoke  of  having  bought  hay  of  Joseph,  some 
time  prior  to  the  homicide  ;  on  Monday  after  May  first,  she 
bought  potatoes ;  and  the  day  before  the  arrest,  at  night,  and 
therefore  upon  the  evening  of  the  very  day  when  the  pris- 
oner had  had  this  searching  and  terrible  interview  with  Mr. 
Kelch  and  Mrs.  Holcher,  that  he  came  to  her  house  and 
asked  her  for  the  money.  You  remember  her  conversation 
about  making  change  and  about  the  five  dollars,  whether  she 
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should  give  him  three  dollars  and  hand  him  the  remaining 
one  dollar  in  the  morning,  or  whether  he  should  change  the 
five  dollar  bill  and  return  the  one  dollar  to  her.  She  says 
she  saw  no  change  ;  and  she  gave  you  the  conversation  occur- 
ring at  that  time,  and  you  must  judge  of  that  for  your- 
selves. 

Judge  Osbom  :  She  spoke  of  the  peculiarity  of  the  eye. 

The  Court :  I  had  forgotten  that.  She  says  she  did  notice 
a  peculiarity  in  his  eye ;  though  she  didn't  notice  any  pecu- 
liarity in  his  conversation.  As  I  said,  it  was  the  night  of  the 
day  during  which  he  met  Mr.  Kelch  and  Mrs.  Holcher. 
Then  N.  P.  Cowles,  John  T.  Mann,  Thomas  Bell,  and  Depew 
0.  Wildey  are  called  for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  they 
noticed  no  change  in  his  manner  and  conduct.  Mr.  Wildey, 
you  will  remember,  was  the  dealer  in  fruit  trees,  and  who 
speaks  of  him  as  quite  a  sharp  man  in  his  deal ;  he  had  deal- 
ings with  him  the  fall  previous ;  he  came  after  his  money, 
and  Joseph  said  as  he  met  him,  "  I  know  what  you  are  after, 
I  have  the  money  ready  for  you,"  and  proceeded  to  the  house 
and  got  fifteen  dollars  due.  Wildey  speaks  of  him  as  being 
a  nervous  man,  but  very  emphatic,  quick,  and  decided.  I 
may  also  allude  to  the  fact  that  Joseph  told  him  at  that  time 
about  taking  up  certain  vines,  because  they  had  been  winter- 
killed and  found  to  be  unprofitable.  Whether  these  are  the 
same  vines  alluded  to  by  the  prisoner  I  know  not.  You  will 
remember  the  circumstances  proved  on  the  part  of  the  pris- 
oner that  he  destroyed  a  number  of  valuable  vines.  You 
will  regard  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Wildey  in  connection  with 
that  fact. 

The  prosecution  also  claim  that  James  Reid  and  others  are 
mistaken  in  supposing  that  the  person  who  came  about  the 
ninth  of  May  is  the  prisoner.  They  have  proven  these  facts, 
and  I  just  group  them  to  you  and  leave  you  to  decide  the 
question.  They,  say  they  have  shown  there  was  a  man  who 
answered  the  description  of  the  one  described  by  the  Messrs. 
Beid,  around  the  country  about  that  time ;  that  that  person 
Vol.  L.  29 
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was  not  the  prisoner.  John  Wolf,  a  carpenter,  saw  that 
man  on  or  about  the  fourth  of  May,  near  Jefferson ;  he  was 
barefooted  and  claimed  to  be  a  disciple  of  the  sun,  moon  and 
stars.  And  other  persons  speak  of  seeing  a  man  who  was 
barefooted,  and  one  person  saw  hitp  with  his  shoes  on,  being 
evidently  deranged  and  going  about  the  country.  Then  the 
next  step  is,  they  say  they  were  mistaken  as  to  the  time. 
They  say  that  on  May  second  and  ninth  it  rained.  They 
have  produced  before  you  the  diaries  of  old  Mr.  Wilcox  and 
his  daughter,  showing  that  on  the  second  and  ninth  of  May 
it  was  raining ;  whereas  the  evening  when  Mr.  Keid  saw  him 
was  a  bright  moonlight  night,  remarkably  pleasant,  and  dusty. 
You  observe  that  the  next  week  (the  sixteenth)  would  be  the 
very  day  of  the  arrest,  and  at  that  time  he  was  in  jail,  and 
could  not  have  been  the  man.  Prisoner's  counsel  claim  it 
was  ou  some  evening  previous  to  that,  and  that  Mr.  Reid  is 
mistaken  only  in  time.     That  is  a  question  for  you. 

Then  there  is  another  class  of  evidence.  They  prove  by 
John  and  Sarah  Raeder  that  they  heard  a  man  on  their  stoop 
one  very  pleasant  night,  and  they  heard  of  the  meeting 
between  Reid  and  this  person  the  next  morning ;  and  thit 
this  occurred  after  the  arre%t  of  Waltz ;  and  therefore  it  is 
argued  that  it  could  not  have  been  the  prisoner.  You 
remeniber  Mrs.  Eaeder  speaks  of  her  having  gone  to  visit, 
and  her  return,  and  she  is  precise  and  particular  in  saying 
that  she  knows  the  date  and  the  circumstance.  Then,  there 
is  also  this  piece  of  evidence,  that  Reid,  after  his  visit  to 
Waltz  last  Pecember,  told  Rheinhardt  that  the  person 
who  was  in  the  jail  was  not  the  party  he  saw.  That 
is  a  question  which  you  are  to  decide.  And,  lastly, 
it  is  argued  that  this  man  could  not  have  been  the  pris- 
oner, because  his  manner  and  deportment  point  him  out 
to  be  some  other  person  than  the  prisoner,  and  it  is  argued 
that  no  person  who  ever  saw  Mr.  Waltz  in  one  of  his  fits 
of  alleged  insanity,  saw  the  kind  of  conduct  which  the 
Messrs.  Reid  and  Mrs.  Taylor  say  this  man  exhibited.     Mr. 
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Waltz,  when  manifesting  alleged  signs  of  derangement,  was  mo- 
rose, sullen,  ngly,  destructive  and  furious,  refusing  to  recognize 
his  intimate  friends ;  sometimes  refusing  to  speak  to  his  father 
and  mother.  But  this  person  who  was  at  the  house  of  Beid 
that  night,  and  with  whom  R.  conversed  under  that  tree, 
was  a  good-natured,  talkative  and  communicative  man ;  he 
was  the  disciple  of  the  sun,  moon  and  stars,  and  made  a  prayer 
in  their  presence  to  the  sun  as  the  great  fether  of  all  light ; 
and  it  is  argued,  that  the  difference  between  the  manner  and 
habits  of  the  man  who  was  upon  the  stoop  of  Raeder  upon 
that  night,  and  the  prisoner,  is  so  marked  and  striking,  as  of 
itself  to  show  that  it  could  not  have  been  the  prisoner.  Mr. 
Eeid,  his  nephew  and  sister-in-law  are  positive.  It  is  for  you 
to  say,  and  not  for  the  court.  There  is  one  other  feet  to  which 
I  should  perhaps  call  your  attention,  and  that  is,  that  Mrs. 
Taylor  speaks  of  the  person  whom  she  saw  that  night,  as  a 
person  with  a  slight  Irish  accent.  Mr.  Wolf  says  tliat  the 
person  he  saw  on  the  fourth  of  May,  had  a  slight  Irish  accent, 
and  was  not  the  prisoner.  Mrs.  Taylor  says  that  the  person 
who  came  there  had  no  German  accent.  That  is  all  the  evi- 
dence bearing  upon  that  question.  You  are  to  decide  whether 
Mr.  Beid  and  his  nephew  are  mistaken  or  not. 

Judge  Osbom :  Mrs.  Taylor  also  says  that,  from  some  of 
the  prayers,  she  supposed  the  prayer  was  in  Dutch  or  German. 

The  Court :  If  that  be  so,  the  jury  will  remember ;  I  do 
not  now  recollect  the  fact.  The  voice  she  said  was  a  pecul- 
iarly sweet  one ;  more  like  a  female  voice  than  a  male  one. 
Mr.  Beid  has  heard  the  prisoner  speak,  and  recognizes  the 
voice  as  the  voice  he  heard  that  night. 

The  prosecution  say  that  the  letters  introduced  prove 
nothing,  and  that  they  show  a  belief  in  spirits,  and  the  belief 
in  spirits  will  not  excuse.  I  have  already  charged  you  upon 
this,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  repeat  it.  If  a  person  who 
believes  in  spirits  is  to  be  excused  for  the  commission  of 
crime,  where  would  this  strike?  How  many  doctors  are 
there  who  profess  to  practice  medicine,  guided  by  the  advice 
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of  spirits  ?  Many  who  perfectly  understand  what  crime  and 
its  consequence  are.  Aye,  how  many  lawyers  practice  at  the 
bar,  who  daily  profess  to  be  advised  by  spirits,  in  regard  to 
diflScult  and  intricate  questions  ?  Probably  some  of  you  may 
remember  the  famous  case  in  New  York  of  Mumler,  who  was 
arrested  for  obtaining  money  under  false  pretenses;  the 
alleged  false  pretense  being  that  he  professed  to  take  spiritual 
photographs,  when  it  was  not  true.  A  very  learned  and 
eminent  man,  whose  name  delicacy  forbids  me  to  mention, 
testified  upon  that  trial  to  his  belief  in  the  existence  of 
spirits,  and  that  he  was  accustomed  to  hold  intercourse  with 
the  spirits  of  dead  friends.  And  yet  that  person  is  one  whose 
name,  if  I  should  mention  it,  would  be  recognized  among  the 
soundest  and  foremost  men  in  the  state.  I  do  not  say  that 
the  belief  in  spirits  is  no  evidence  of  insanity.  •  I  wish  that 
understood;  it  may  be  evidence.  What  I  mean  to  say  is, 
that  a  person  may  believe^in  spirits  and  profess  to  hear  their 
whisperings  and  to  listen  to  their  promptings,  and  yet  be  able 
to  discriminate  between  right  and  wrong.  It  is  evidence  for 
yon  to  consider. 

The  prosecution  further  say  that  if  these  letters  which  have 
been  introduced  show  that  this  man  was  slightly  demented, 
others  show  that  he  was  perfectly  sane  and  rational,  and  they 
refer  to  two  of  the  letters  —  one  written  to  New  York  about 
the  boxes,  and  the  other  to  the  commission  merchant  who 
was  accustomed  to  sell  fruit,  and  they  bring  before  you  a 
memorandum  book  kept  by  the  prisoner,  showing  entries  up 
to  and  on  the  day  of  the  homicide,  and  immediately  subse- 
quent showing  an  accurate  perception  of  what  had  occurred, 
and  charging  himself  with  things  that  he  had  sold.  Now  I 
know  a  crazy  person  may  sometimes  do  sensible  things.  A 
crazy  person  sometimes  has  power  and  acuteness  upon  some 
subjects  which  the  sane  cannot  equal.  But,  nevertheless, 
that  at  that  time  and  upon  that  occasion  he  was  able  to  make 
these  memoranda,  showing  perfect  comprehension  of  his  act, 
is  evidence  for  the  jury  to  consider,  and  you  should  weigh  it 
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in  determining  whether  he  had  mental  power  enotigh  to  dis- 
criminate between  the  right  and  wrong  in  this  particular 
case. 

They  have  called  upon  several  physicians — Drs.  Fanning, 
Jewell,  Mackey  and  Wetmore,  men  of  character,  intelligence 
and  learning  in  their  profession,  who  have  made  this  case  a 
study.  It  is  true  they  cannot  be  so  expert  as  physicians  who 
have  made  insanity  ^  specialty.'  It  is  true  they  cannot  have 
the  entire  acquaintance  with  this  disease  which  a  life-long 
pursuit  of  it  will  alone  give,  but  still  having  made  it  their 
study  for  some  period  of  time,  and  having  entered  upon  the 
examination  of  this  man,  as  we  may  suppose,  with  conscien- 
tious motives  and  conscientious  resolves,  their  evidence  is 
somewhat  important  for  you  to  consider.  Dr.  Fanning  says 
he  is  not  prepared  to  say  that  this  man  is  insane. 

That  is  as  far  as  he  goes,  but  Drs.  Jewell,  Mackey  and 
Wetmore  go  further,  and  say  that  these  exhibitions  which  you 
have  vdtnessed  in  the  court  room  are  feigned,  and  not  real. 
This,  gentlemen,  is  highly  important  evidence.  While  the 
law  throws  around  the  insane  the  protection  that  no  person 
is  responsible  for  crime  unless  he  comprehends  the  act,  yet  a 
cunning  criminal  should  not,  by  feigned  insanity,  protect  him- 
self from  the  consequence  of  the  act.  I  do  not  say  these 
physicians  are  right.  I  am  unable  to  decide.  I  leave  this 
evidence  with  you.  You  are  to  give  it  such  weight  as  you 
deem  important. 

I  have  thus,  gentlemen,  gone  thi*ough  the  evidence  outside 
the  commission  of  the  offense,  pointing  either  for  or  against 
this  defense.  There  is  another  branch  of  this  case  to  which 
I  direct  your  attention.  Prosecution  say  that  you  must  look 
at  the  circumstances  of  the  homicide,  its  surroundings  ;  the 
conduct  of  the  prisoner  in  the  commission,  secretion  and  con- 
fession of  the  crime,  as  bearing  largely  upon  the  point 
whether  he  did  or  did  not  understand  the  act.  They  say 
that  he  killed  Holcher  and  robbed  him.  They  ask  the  ques- 
tion :  Unless  this  man  understood  the  act,  why,  having  did 
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itj  did  he  conceal  and  bury  that  body  ?  And  they  ask  the 
question :  If  this  man  was  doing  what  he  supposed  he  had  a 
right  to  do,  why  conceal  that  which  was  the  highest  evidence 
that  he  was  a  criminal  in  the  eyes  of  the  law  ?  Not  only 
bury  that  body,  but  carefully  bury  it ;  plowing  over  the  spot 
where  it  reposed  ;  plowing  it  so  carefully  and  skillfully  that 
the  crowd  who  searched  that  Sunday  could  not  perceive  the 
burial  spot.  And  they  ask  the  question :  If  he  was  uncon- 
scious of  the  awftil  act  which  he  had  committed  why  did  he 
do  this  ?  The  floor  where  the  blood  had  flown  had  been 
scraped ;  over  this  there  was  oil,  and  over  this  still  paint, 
and  the  plane  had  also  been  used  upon  it ;  the  machine  of 
Holcher  was  burned  and  brokenf ;  and  when  he  was  pointed 
to  the  blood  upon  the  floor  he  said  :  "  Holcher's  nose  bled  in 
the  night;"  when  pointed  to  the  paint  he  said  that  Holcher 
was  sick  in  the  night,  having  gone  to  bed  somewhat  drunk, 
and  had  vomited,  and  getting  up  had  upset  the  paint  over 
the  floor ; "  and  when  arrested  by  Ernst,  who  said,  "  We  will 
arrest  you  for  this  crime,"  Waltz  fastened  his  eye  upon  the 
ofticer  who  made  the  accusation  and  said :  "  You  don't  believe 
that ;  all  our  neighbors  know  we  are  honest  and  would  do  no 
such  thing."  Again,  when  coming  to  the  village  of  Catskill, 
he  said,  in  regard  to  the  accusation :  '^  This  makes  me  feel 
rather  queer ;  but  I  know  I  am  innocent  and  will  come  out 
all  right  in  the  end."  Then  you  have  the  conversation  with 
Meech  on  Sunday  ;  Meech  rehearses  to  the  prisoner  all  the 
circumstances  which  they  had  discovered ;  telling  him  they 
had  discovered  the  blood  upon  the  floor ;  the  blood  in  the 
house  leading  out  of  doors ;  the  blood  upon  the  lounge ;  the 
bloody  stones ;  the  machine  burned ;  the  letter  upon  the  tele- 
graph pole;  and  then,  grouping  together  these  things,  he 
urges  him  to  make  a  confession  so  his  father  and  mother 
should  be  exonerated  if  they  were  not  guilty ;  or  if  there 
were  any  extenuating  facts  that  he  may  have  the  beneflt  of 
them.  He  takes  time  until  the  following  morning  to  think 
it  over.    He  tells  Mr.  Meech  to  come  the  next  day,  and 
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when  Mr.  M.  comes  he  avows  his  intent  to  make  a  clean 
breast  if  taken  to  the  spot.  He  goes  all  around  the  premises. 
He  asks  the  persons  in  the  room  who  were  present  when  he 
makes  the  confession :  "  Of  what  am  I  accused  ? "  They  say 
"  of  burning  and  robbing  school  houses,  and  this  homicide." 
He  asks,  "  Is  this  all  ? "  and  then  proceeds  to  make  a  confes- 
sion. In  that  confession  it  is  urged,  by  the  counsel  for  the 
people,  that  he  admits  he  struggled  against  the  evil  spirit 
which  bade  him  do  that  act ;  that  he  prayed  that  he  might 
have  strength  to*  resist  it.  Finally,  overcome  and  over- 
powered, he  went  out,  and  procured  the  hatchet  and  did  the 
deed.  And  the  prosecution  ask,  as  they  have  a  right  to  ask : 
"  Did  this  man  understand  the  nature  and  the  character  of 
the  act  he  did  ?  Did  he  know  that  the  law  of  the  land  for- 
bade him  ?  Did  he  know  that  the  higher  law,  springing  from 
God,  said  '  Thou  shalt  not  commit  murder  ? '  Did  he  know 
the  laws  of  the  land  would  punish  him  for  it  if  he  did  it  ? " 
Gentlemen,  this  evidence  bears  upon  that  question,  and  you 
are  to  give  it  its  due  force  and  weight.  I  do  not  s4y  that  a 
crazy  or  insane  person  would  not  thus  have  acted.  I  do  not 
say  that  this  evidence  is  entirely  to  control  your  judgment  '  ' 
and  guide  your  verdict,  for  a  crazy  person  may  sometime  do 
a  cunning  or  sane  thing.  But  keeping  your  mind  on  the 
test  —  Did  this  man  imderstand  this  act  and  know  that  it  was 
wrong?  —  you  are  to  answer,  in  the  light  of  this  evidence, 
whether  he  did  or  did  not  so  understand. 

There  is  one  other  piece  of  evidence  to  which  I  propose  to 
advert,  and  that  is,  that  Meech  said  that  during  that  interview 
Joe  asked  him  this  question :  "  Can  the  penalty  for  this  act  be 
less  than  death?"  And  Mr.  M.  said  that  he  evaded  the 
question,  and  told  him  that  he  could  answer  that  question 
as  well  as  he. 

I  have  thus,  gentlemen,  gone  carefully  through  this  case. 
I  have  not  pretended  to  give  to  you  all  the  evidence  for  the 
prisoner  or  the  people.  There  may  be  other  evidence  equally 
important  which  I  have  overlooked,' and  which  your  memory 
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may  recall,  and  to  which  you  must  give  force  and  effect 
when  you  recall  it. 

Submission  of  the  case  to  the  jury. 

In  committing  to  you  the  consideration  of  this  case  I 
will  further  say,  if  there  is  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the 
prisoner  understood  the  act  —  that  he  knew  it  was  wrong 
and  forbidden  by  the  laws  of  God  and  man,  and  would 
deserve  punishment,  then  the  prisoner  must  have  the  benefit 
of  that  doubt,  and  you  must  acquit  him.  But  it  is  not  a 
doubt  as  to  whether  he  was  sometimes  queer;  not  a  doubt  as 
to  whether  he  believed  or  did  not  believe  in  spirits ;  not  a 
doubt  whether  he  was  overpowered  by  an  irresistible,  mysteri- 
ous influence ;  but  a  doubt  springing  from  the  evidence  upon 
the  question  whether  he  understood  the  act  which  he  did, 
and  that  that  act  was  forbidden  and  wrong.  I  give  the  pris- 
oner the  full  force  of  that  rule,  in  consequence  of  the  cdse 
of  The  Jr^eople  agt.  McCann^  in  16  New  York.  Up  to  that 
time,  as  I  understand  the  law  to  have  been  in  this  state,  upon 
the  prisoner  devolved  the  burden  of  proving  that  he  was 
insane ;  that  the  law  presumed  a  person  who  committed 
crime  to  be  sane,  insanity  being  a  matter  of  defense  to  be 
proven,  and  proven  beyond  all  doubt.  But  this  case  shifts 
this  responsibility  and  throws  it  upon  the  people.  The  p^ 
pie  must  satisfy  you  beyond  all  reasonable  doubt  that  the 
prisoner  understood  this  act ;  that  he  had  reason,  perception 
and  understanding  sufficient  to  know  that  the  laWs  of  God 
and  the. land  said  he  should  not  do  it.  But  if,  having  reason 
and  understanding  sufficient  to  understand  the  act,  and  to 
know  it  was  forbidden,  he  still  went  on  and  did  it,  professing 
to  act  under  a  mysterious  pressure,  or  moral  insanity,  or  call 
it  what  you  please — the  pressure  of  a  devil  or  a  spirit — can- 
not alter  or  change  the  character  of  the  act  which  he  did. 

Let  me  further  say,  in  disposing  of  this  case,  that  you  are 
to  meet  your  responsibility  as  men.  In  giving  to  the 
prisoner  the  benefit  of  a  doubt,  it  must  not  be  a  chimerical 
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or  £Eincied  doubt.  That  is  not  the  way.  Yon  are  to  judge. 
You  are  to  exercise  the  reason  God  has  given  you.  You  are 
to  reflect  upon  the  evidence  and  ask  yourselves  :  ^*  Is  there 
reasonable  doubt  that  the  prisoner  committed  the  homicide 
with  deliberate  design  knowing  what  he  did  ?  That  the  law 
would  punish  him  for  the  act  if  discovered  ?"  If  thus  reflect- 
ing you  can  say  you  have  a  reasonable  doubt,  acquit  the 
prisoner.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  you  have  no  doubt,  then 
convict  him.  The  duty  is  painful  but  clear.  Your  oaths 
require  it.  The  protection  of  society  demands.  Of  course, 
popular  clamor  has  no  influence  here.  It  should  not  enter 
into  the  judgment  of  the  jury  or  sway  the  conscience  of  the 
court.  .The  verdict  which  you  render,  and  the  opinions  which 
the  court  has  given  this  day  must  meet  us  before  a  EUgher 
Tribunal,  where  there  can  be  no  errors  of  judgment,  and 
where  the  decision  will  be  just,  right  and  final.  That  Tri- 
bunal will  not  hold  you  guilty  for  a  mistaken,  honest  error 
of  judgment,  but  it  will  hold  you  guilty  if  your  verdict  is 
founded  upon  passion  or  feeling  on  the  one  hand,  or  false 
and  mistaken  sympathy  on  the  other.  Take,  then,  this  case, 
and  may  God  give  you  the  judgment  and  the  integrity  to 
decide  it  aright. 

Judge  Osbom  then  submitted  the  following  requests  to 
charge : 

1.  If  the  jury  believe  prisoner  was  insane  when  he  killed 
Holcher  they  should  acquit  him.     (Charged.) 

2.  That  if  insanity  exists,  it  will  excuse  from  criminal 
punishment  an  act  committed  under  its  influence,  whether 
the  insanity  exhibit  itself  as  to  one  or  a  large  number  of  sub- 
jects.   (Charged.) 

3.  That  the  ability  or  power  to  distinguish  between  right 
and  wrong  at  the  time  of,  and  in  reference  to  the  par- 
ticular act  in  question,  viz.,  the  killing  of  Holcher,  should 
be  of  such  a  character  as  that  the  accused  could  choose  the 
right  and  avoid  the  wrong,  and  intelligently  understand  the 
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consequences  that  should  follow  from  adopting  the  one  or  the 
other  course.  (Charged,  except  so  far  as  it  enunciates  the 
doctrine  of  a  weakness  or  want  of  will  to  resist  temptation.) 

4.  If  Waltz  was  in  such  a  condition  mentally,  at  the  time 
of  the  killing,  that  he  had  not  the  power  or  ability  to  resist 
doing  the  act,  he  must  be  acquitted.    (Not  charged.) 

6.  If  the  jury  believe  that  the  mental  condition  of  Waltz 
at  the  time  of  the  killing  was  such  as  to  pervert  the  will, 
intellect  and  moral  nature  of  the  defendant  so  that  he  could 
distinguish  between  right  and  wrong  as  a  reasonable  and 
intelligent  being,  and  had  not  the  reason  and  intellect  to  resist 
the  act  he  should  be  acquitted. 

The  Court :  I  charge  that  he  must  have  had  reason  suffi- 
cient to  comprehend  and  understand  the  act,  and  know  that 
the  act  was  wrong  and  forbidden. 

Exception  by  defendajot 

6.  If  the  jury  have  any  reasonable  doubt  upon  any  of  these 
propositions,  they  should  acquit.    (Charged.) 

7.  That  the  law  does  not  require  that  the  insanity  or  mental 
unsoundness  which  absolve  from  crime  should  exist  for  any 
definite  period,  but  only  that  it  exist  at  the  moment  that 
the  act  complained  of  was  committed    (Charged.) 

8.  "A  prisoner  must  have  sufficient  memory,  intelligence, 
reason  and  will  to  enable  him  to  distinguish  between  right 
and  wrong  in  regard  to  the  particular  act  about  to  be  done, 
to  know  and  understand  that  it  will  be  wrong,  and  that  he 
will  deserve  punishment  by  committing  it.  He  must  have 
intelligence  and  capacity  enough  to  have  a  criminal  intent 
and  purpose,  and  if  his  reason  and  mental  powers  are  either 
so  deficient  that  he  have  no  will,  no  controlling  mental  power, 
or  if,  through  the  overwhelming  voice  of  mental  disease,  his 
intellectual  power  is  for  the  time  obliterated,  he  is  not  a 
responsible  moral  agent,  and  is  not  punishable  for  criminal 
acts." 

The  Court :  I  charge  all  of  that  law  except  so  much  as  claims 
that  the  prisoner  is  to  be  excused  if  he  had  not  the  will  to 
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resist  the  crime.     So  much  of  it  as  refers  to  the  power  of  will 
I  do  not  charge. 

Defendant  excepts. 

Judge  Osbom :  I  also  ask  the  court  to  charge  the  jury, 
if  they  shall  be  satisfied  that  the  prisoner  had  the  power  to 
distinguish  between  right  and  wrong  at  the  time  of  and  in 
regard  to  the  particular  transaction  complained  of,  so  as  not 
wholly  to  escape  criminal  responsibility  —  yet  if  they  are 
satisfied  that  he  had  not  sufiicient  intellect  or  mind  to  preme- 
ditate the  act  within  the  meaning  of  the  law  defining  murder 
in  the  first  degree,  that  then  and  in  that  case  they  may  con- 
vict of  murder  in  the  second  degree. 

The  Court :  I  charge  that  if  the  prisoner  had  not  sufficient 
intellect  to  form  a  premeditated  design  mentioned  in  the 
statute  defining  the  crime  of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  then 
they  cannot  convict  him  of  that  crime. 

Defendant  excepts. 

Judge  Osborn  :  I  ask  you  to  charge,  that  unless  the  jury 
are  satisfied  that  Waltz,  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the 
act  complained  of,  had  sufficient  mind  and  intellect  to  preme-  * 
ditate  the  killing  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  then  he  can- 
not be  convicted.    (Charged.) 
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SUPREME  OOTTRT. 

BiOHABD  B.  Kelly,  appellant,  agt.  Edwabd  M.  Plum  and 

another. 

Costs  —  when  general^  and  by  uihom  (Adjusted, 

When,  upon  an  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals,  from  an  order  of  the 
general  term,  the  order  is  affirmed  with  costs,  the  costs  of  the  appeal 
are  general  costs,  and  are  to  be  adjusted  by  the  clerk. 

New  York  Circuity  pa/rt  III. 
Motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  minates. 
H,  H.  Morcmgey  for  motion. 
Wm.  F.  MacRaCy  opposed. 

Van  Vobst,  J,  —  The  undertaking  executed  by  the  defend- 
ants, and  upon  which  they  are  prosecuted,  was  given  on 
appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals,  from  an  order  made  by  the 
ge^ral  term  of  thi8  court 

By  this  undertaking,  the  defendants  obligated  themselves 
to  pay  all  costs  and  damages,  which  might  be  awarded  against 
the  appellant  on  such  appeal.  The  court  of  appeals  affirmed 
the  order  appealed  from  with  coats.  These  costs  have  been 
adjusted  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  at  $106.60. 

As  those  costs  awarded  by  the  court  of  appeals  are  general 
costs  (  White  agt.  Anthxyny^  23  N.  Z".,  164),  they  could  only 
be  properly  adjusted  by  the  clerk  {Code^  sec.  311). 

This  disposes  of  the  only  question,  necessary  to  be  dis- 
cussed on  this  motion,  and  the  same  is  denied  with  costs. 
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Globe   Mxttital    Life  Insubanob  Ck).  agt.   Addie  Reals, 
WiLLL^LM  Reals,  Elmeb  Reals  and  Chables  Fowleb.     • 

Equity  juritdieUon  — fraud — ir^unetion. 

The  supreme  court  has  Jurisdiction  in  equity,  to  declare  void  and  to  can- 
cel any  instrument  obtained  by  fraud. 

This  jurisdiction  will  be  exercised  in  the  case  of  a  life  insurance  policy, 
even  although  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  show  a  valid  defense  in 
an  action  on  the  instrument. 

In  such  a  case,  an  injunction  will  issue  to  restrain  the  assignment  of  the 
policy,  and  the  prosecution  of  suits  upon  it. 

General  Terrrij  Fourth  Department 

This  action  was  commenced  by  the  plaintiff,  life  insurance 
company,  against  the  defendants,  who  are  the  widow  and 
children  of  the  deceased  policyholder,  and  the  agent  of  the 
company.  The  allegations  of  the  complaint  are,  that  the 
deceased,  James  H.  Reals,  applied  to  Fowler,  the  agent  of  the 
plaintiff  for  an  insurance  upon  his  life ;  such  application  was 
made  in  writing  and  contained  a  clause  agreeing,  on  the  part 
of  the  applicant,  that  under  no  circumstances  should  the 
policy  be  in  force  until  the  actual  payment  of  money  to  and 
acceptance  of  the  premium  by  the  company  or  its  authorized 
agent ;  and  that  no  agent  of  the  company  had  power  or 
authority  to  deliver  any  policy  in  pursuance  of  this  applica- 
tion until  such  actual  payment:  That  the  application  was 
forwarded  to  the  plaintiff,  and  a  policy  was  issued  upon  it  and 
sent  to  tjieir  agent,  Charles  A.  Fowler,  at  Syracuse.  That  the 
deceased.  Reals,  at  the  time  of  making  the  application,  gave 
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his  note  to  Fowler,  payable  thirty  days  after  date,  for  fifty-eight 
dollars  and  thirty  cents,  which  was  intended  to  be  fot  the  first 
annual  premium  on  the  policy.  When  Fowler  received  the 
policy  from  the  company^  Reals  called  upon  him  and  told  him 
that  he  was  not  going  to  take  out  the  policy,  and  he  wished  to 
withdraw  his  application ;  that  he  did  not  intend  to  pay  his 
note  when  it  became  due.  He  ofiEered  to  pay  Fowler  five  dollars 
for  his  trouble  about  the  matter,  and  asked  him  to  return  the 
note ;  all  of  which  Fowler  refused,  alleging  that  he  would 
hold  him  to  the  contract.  About  a  week  after  this  transac- 
tion. Fowler,  the  agent,  received  a  dispatch  from  Keals 
telling  him  to  go  to  his  dwelling  by  the  first  train 
and  to  bring  the  policy  with  him.  F.owler  did  take  the 
policy  and  went  with  it  to  Reals'  house,  where  he  found 
Reals  upon  his  bed  sick  with  the  typhoid  fever.  Fowler, 
the  agent,  then  delivered  the  policy  to  Reals  without  receiving 
the  mohey  and  under  circumstances  which  the  company 
charge  to  have  been  fraudulent,  both  with  respect  to  Fowler 
and  with  respect  to  the  deceased  man  and  his  wife,  one  of 
the  beneficiaries  in  the  policy.  Before  the  maturity  of  the 
note  Reals  died  of  the  typhoid  fever,  and  after  his  death  Fowler 
allowed  the  friends  of  the  defendants,  the  beneficiaries  in  the 
policy,  to  pay  him  the  note  after  he  knew  that  Reals  was  dead, 
and  with  intent,  as  the  plaintiflf  charges,  to  cheat  and  defrad  it 
out  of  the  sum  of  $2,000.  Immediately  upon  obtaining  infor- 
mation of  these  facts,  the  plaintiflf  caused  to  be  tendered  to  the 
defendant,  Mrs.  Reals,  the  sum  of  fifty-eight  dollars  and  thirty 
cents,  which  had  been  paid  to  Fowler,  and  demanded  from  her 
possession  of  the  policy.  She  refused  to  give  it.  The  plaintiflf 
has  kept  the  tender  good  and  oflTers  to  pay  the  money  into 
court.  The  plaintiflf  further  alleges  that  the  policy  is  in  the 
hands  of  the  defendant  Addie  Reals,  and  that,  upon  its  face, 
it  appears  to  be  a  valid  claim  against  the  company,  and  that 
the  evidence  of  the  fraud  with  which  it  was  obtained  from 
the  company  exists  dehors  the  instrument.  The  prayer  for 
relief  is  that  the  policy  of  insurance  may  be  delivered  up  and 
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canceled  and  declared  to  be  fraudulent  and  void ;  that  the 
defendants  may  be  forever  restrained  from  assigning  the 
policy  or  any  interest  in  it,  and  maintaining  any  action  in 
this  state  or  elsewhere  on  the  policy. 

Upon  this  complaint,  the  place  of  trial,  of  which  was 
originally  New  York  city,  a  preliminary  injunction  order  was 
issued  restraining  the  defendant's  from  bringing  any  action  on 
the  policy,  or  assigning  it,  during  the  continuance  of  this 
action,  in  accordance  with  the  prayer  of  the  complaint.  The 
injunction  order  containing,  as  at  that  time  was  required  by 
the  rule,  an  order  to  show  cause  why  the  same  should  not  be 
continued  during  the  pendency  of  the  action,  that  order  to 
show  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  at  the  special  term  of  the 
supreme  court,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  in  November,  1874, 
and  was  argued  before  Mr.  justice  Lawrence,  who  dissolved 
the  injunction  and  vacated  the  order  to  show  cause.  From 
this  order  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  general  term,  and  pend- 
ing the  argument  on  appeal,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants^ 
attorneys,  the  place  of  trial  was  changed  to  the  county  of 
Onondaga. 

The  defendants  then  interposed  a  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint in  this  action,  upon  the  ground  that  the  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  on  the  subject  of  the  action,  and  that  the  com- 
plaint does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action.  This  demurrer  came  on  to  be  heard  at  a  special  term 
of  the  court  at  Syracuse,  in  December,  1874,  where  the 
demurrer  was  overruled  upon  the  following  opinion  of  Mr. 
justice  Habdtk  : 

Habdin,  J. —  The  facte  stated  in  the  complaint  are  sufficient 
to  confer  upon  a  court  of  equity  jurisdiction  and  power  to 
give  the  i^elief  asked  {McHenry  agt.  Hazard^  45  N,  J".,  580 ; 
Cases  cited  in  the  Opinion  of  Andrews,  J, ).  If  the  plain- 
tiff's right  to  relief  was  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment referred  to  in  the  complaint,  then  the  question  would 
belong  exclusively  to  the  law  side  of  the  court.    But  facte 
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alwnde  the  papers  must  be  given  in  evidence  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  the  relief  demanded  (40  N.  T.,  164). 

When  those  facts  shall  be  given  in  connection  with  the 
papers,  then  tjie  parties  can  present  their  respective  rights  to 
the  discretion  of  a  court  of  equity,  to  be  disposed  of  in 
accordance  with  the  settled  rules  of  equity,  and  the  pi^actice 
in  such  cases.  After  the  facts  are  all  out,  the  court,  for  rea- 
sons suggested  in  respect  to  the  merits,  may  dismiss  the  com- 
plaint, absolutely  or  without  prejudice,  because  the  case  may 
then  to  the  court  seem  more  appropriately  to  belong  to  the 
law  side  {Ins,  Co,  agt.  Bailey^  13  WaU.^  616). 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  in  deciding  the  case  last  cited, 
Clifford,  J.,  remarks  that "  where  the  cause  of  action  is  a 
purely  legal  demand,  and  nothing  appears  to  show  that  the 
defense  at  law  may  not  be  as  perfect  and  complete  as  iu 
equity,  a  suit  in  equity  will  not  be  sustained  in  a  federal 
court." 

In  that  case  an  action  at  law  had  been  commenced,  and  an 
opportunity  afforded  thereby  to  test  the  same  question  made 
on  the  merits,  as  in  the  suit  in  equity. 

So,  too,  in  Sa/oage  agt.  AUisn  (64  If.  Y.y  458),  it  appeared 
that  an  action  had  been  brought  where  the  same  matters 
stated  in  the  complaint  in  the  second  suit,  might  have  been 
stated  in  the  first  suit  by  way  of  defense. 

In  this  case  there  is  no  statement  before  the  court  to  show 
that  any  other  action  is  pending  between  the  parties  upon  the 
matters  embraced  in  the  complaint.  The  defendants  can  set 
up  the  policy,  and  allege  its  validity  and  counter-plalm  upon 
it,  and  ask  in  this  action  an  affirmative  judgment. 

The  propriety  of  a  jury  trial  upon  such  a  case  can  be  con- 
sidered by  the  court,  and  if  the  interests  of  the  parties 
require  a  jury  trial,  the  court  has  power  to  order  the  issues  to 
be  heard  by  a  jury  {Qla/rk  agt.  Oswego  Ins.  Co..,  MS.  Opinion 
of  Hardin,  J.  /  Vermilyea  agt.  Palmer^  52  j^.  J".,  475). 

If  such  order  should  be  made  it  would  not  then  be  appa- 
rent that  the  defendants  Reals  would  be  any  wotse  off,  by 
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reason  of  the  insurance  company  being  plaintifi  and  they 
defendants,  instead  of  vice  versa  (  Wright  agt.  Wrigkty  64  JS'. 
Y.y  443). 

The  conclusion  is  reached  in  this  case,  that  a  court  of  equity 
has  jurisdiction  to  order  a  surrender  and  cancellation  of  the 
policy  of  insurance  alleged  to  have  been  obtained  by  fraud, 
and  held  by  the  promisee,  upon  which  no  action  has  been 
brought.  Whether  the  power  of  the  court  shall  be  exercised, 
belongs  to  the  trial  of  the  case  rather  than  a  preliminary 
examination  of  the  complaint  alone.  The  exercise  of  the 
power  of  the  court  of  equity  depends  upon  a  sound  discretion, 
applicable  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  made  by  the 
proofs  when  the  case  is  fully  before  the  court  (45  N.  Y,y  581 ; 
Mills  agt  Bliss^  55  id.^  143).  The  demurrer  must  be  over- 
ruled, with  leave  to  answer  within  twenty  days,  costs  being 
paid. 

After  this  disposition  of  the  case  the  defendants  appealed 
from  the  order  overruling  the  demurrer,  and  the  plaintiff 
appealed  from  the  order  vacating  the  injunction,  and  these 
two  appeals  came  on  to  be  heard  together  at  a  general  term 
of  the  supreme  court  for  the  fourth  department,  held  at 
Rochester  in  NovemW,  1875. 

Robert  SeweU^  for  the  Globe  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Com- 
pany, argued  that  the  supreme  court  has  all  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  former  court  of  chancery,  and  has  general  jurisdiction 
in  law  and  equity  {Art.  VI  of  Constitution),  The  power  of 
a  court  of  equity  to  compel  the  surrender  and  cancellation  of 
deeds  and  other  written  instruments,  obtained  by  fraud,  is 
undoubted ;  and  it  is  not  material  upon  this  question  of  juris- 
diction that  the  party  seeking  relief  has  a  defense  at  law  to 
the  instrument  which  he  prays  may  be  canceled  {McHenry 
agt.  Eaza/rd^  45  N.  T.j  583 ;  Whittington  agt.  Thomhuryy 
2  Vernon^  206 ;  Da  Costa  agt.  Scand/rd^  2  P.  Wms.^  170 ; 
Hamilton  agt.  CummingSy  1  Johns.  Ch.y  517 ;  Story^s  Equity 
Jurisp.y  sec.  700 ;  Bromley  agt.  Holland^  Coop.^  9 ;  Hamil- 
VoL.  L.  31 
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ton  agt.  Cumminga,  1  Johns.  Ch.^  517 ;  Story* a  Eq,  Jy/n9p,j 
sec,  700,  a  ;  Jeremy  on  Equity  Juriap.^  h.  3,  ^  party  chap.  4 ; 
Jarvia  agt.  White^  7  Veaey^  414;  Nevyma/n  agt.  Milner^  2 
Veaey^  483 ;  Smith  agt.  ClarZ,  5  Johns.  Ch.y  118 ;  Sheply  agt 
Hangley,  Davia^  246 ;  T^wi^*  Abridgmenty  quia  timeiy  A. 
B,;  1  FonhUmk  EqvAtyy  hk.  1,  cAop.,  «^.  8  ;  My  era  agt.  Z/^mj- 
i^,  16  OAze?,  449 ;  Peak  agt.  Hyfieldy  1  Buaaelly  660 ;  Br<m' 
well  agt.  HoUandy  7  Fe«^,  20,  21 ;  Kemp  agt.  PryoTy  7 
Veaeyy  249 ;  J<?An  agt.  /S^.  «7<?A7i,  11  7^tfy,*635). 

The  action  being  properly  brought,  the  injunction  jp^mfonfe 
Zt^  is  neoessary  for  the  protection  of  the  plaintiff,  as  the 
commencement  of  an  action  by  the  defendants  while  this  is 
pending  would  produce  injury  to  the  plaintiff  {Code, 
aeo.  219). 

Frank  Uiacocky  for  the  defense,  argued  that  the  court,  as 
a  court  of  equity,  had  no  jurisdiction  in  this  case ;  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  has  for  its  object  the  grant- 
ing of  relief  where  there  is  no  remedy  at  law ;  aAd  that 
where  the  legal  remedy  is  ample  there  is  no  ground  for 
equity  interference  {Story'* a  Equity  Juriaprvdencey  aec.  794). 

The  Code  has  limited  the  field  in  which  equity  operates, 
as  equitable  defenses  are  now  available  to  actions,  and  there 
is  no  longer  any  necessity  for  the  former  broad  jurisdiction 
of  equity  ( Winfield  agt.  BacoUy  24  Ba/rb.y  159 ;  Ely  agt. 
Lowenateiny  9  Ahh.  [iT.  S.'\y  37 ;  Foote  agt.  Spraguey  12  How., 
355 ;  Bartlett  agt.  Jvddy  21  N.  Y.y  203 ;  Seeman  agt.  Schocky 
29  N.  Y.y  613  ;  Cox  agt.  Clifty  2  C(ma.y  118 ;  Hotohkiaa  agt. 
Eltingy  36  Barh.y  50  •*  Wilaon  agt.  Mayory  4  E.  D.  Smithy 
675  ;  Eeywood  agt.  City  of  B.y  14  N.  Y.y  534 ;  In.  B.  Co. 
agt.  Svperviaoray  33  Barb.y  332 ;  Hyatt  agt.  Bateay  40  N.  Y.y 
164 ;  Ina.  Co.  agt.  Bailey y  13  WdlaoBy  616). 

The  following  is  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  general  term : 
MuLLiN,  P.  J.y  E.  D.  Smiih  and  Gilbert,  JJ, 
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By  the  Oourtj  E.  Darwin  Smith,  J.  —  It  is  the  settled  doc- 
trine of  courts  of  equity  that  deeds  and  other  contracts 
fraudulently  obtained  may  be  set  aside  or  ordered  to  be 
delivered  up  and  canceled. 

The  complaint  in  this  action  set  up  a  proper  case  for  the 
exercise  of  the  equitable  power  of  the  court,  and  the  demur- 
rer to  said  complaint  was  properly  overruled,  and  the  order 
should  be  affirmed  on  the  opinion  delivered  at  special  term. 
The  order  dissolving  the  injunction  was,  doubtless,  granted 
upon  the  assumption  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  proper  remedy 
at  law,  and  that  the  complaint  did  not,  in  this  view,  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The  decision 
upon  the  demurrer  disaffirms  this  view  of  the  law  of  the  case, 
and  involves  a  reversal  of  the  order  dissolving  the  injunction 
and  a  restitution  or  revival  of  the  same.  The  order  dissolv- 
ing the  injunction  should,  therefore,  be  reversed,  and  the 
injunction  restored,  with  costs  of  the  appeal,  and  the  order 
overruling  the  demurrer  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs  of  the 
appeal. 
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In  the  Mattke  of  thb  Openino  of  Oba^nge  Street,  from 
Knox  Street  to  Snipe  Street,  and  from  Snipe  Street  to 
Robin  Street,  in  the  Crrr  of  Albany. 

Irregida/rUy  in  proceedings  for  opening  a  street  in  the  dty  of  AVbcmy, 

It  ia  no  objection  to  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  for  opening  a  street, 
that  the  common  council  resolve  to  acquire  the  tUle  to  the  land  for  such 
purpose,  instead  of  taking  the  land  where  the  terms  of  the  charter  of 
the  city  describe  the  effect  of  the  final  proceeding,  that  **  the  fee  simple 
absolute  of  the  ground,  with  the  appurtenances  so  taken,  shall  be  vested 
in  the  city.**    The  resolution,  therefore,  is  literally  true.  • 

The  notice  required  by  the  charter  to  be  published,  of  the  application  for 
the  appointment  of  commissioners,  is  defective,  where  it  does  not 
**  specify  and  describe  as  particularly  as  may  be  practicable,  the  ground, 
with  the  appurtenances,  which  may  be  required,*'  &c,  so  that  each  party 
interested  would  recognize  his  property  from  the  description ;  but  instead 
thereof  gives  a  general  description  of  the  entire  strip,  which  the  street, 
as  proposed,  will  take,  and  bounding  it  as  a  single  lot,  and  without  any 
reference  to  the  several  lots  from  which  it  is  taken,  and  without  any 
description  of  the  **  appurtenances"  upon  each. 

Where  it  appears  that  there  were  two  resolutions  passed  by  the  common 
council  OB  different  days,  for  the  appointment  of  commissioners,  &c, 
one  to  open  O.  street,  from  K.  to  S.  street,  and  the  other  to  open  it  from 
S.  street  to  R.  street,  and  the  order  treats  them  as  one  application,  and 
api>oints  three  commissioners  to  assess  damages  and  benefits  upon  it  as 
a  single  improvement,  it  is  error. 

For  the  two  errors  stated,  the  court  refused  to  confirm  the  report  of  the 
commissioners. 

Albany  Special  Term^  1875. 

Motion  by  the  city  to  confirm  the  report  of  commissioners 
in  the  above  matter. 

OrenviUe  Tremadny  for  motion. 

Andrew  J.  Colmn^  opposed. 
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Westbbook,  J.  —  The  first  objection  made  to  the  confirm- 
ation of  the  report  is,  that  the  original  resolution  of  the 
common  council  of  the  city  of  Albany,  resolving  to  take 
the  property  required  for  the  opening  of  the  street,  is  defect- 
ive, in  as  much  as  it  resolves  to  acquire  title  to  the  land  for 
the  purpose  aforesaid,  whereas  it  should  be  a  simple  resolve 
to  t<ike  the  land. 

The  same  section  of  the  charter,  nevertheless  {title  7, 
sec,  1),  describes  the  eflect  of  the  proceeding  when  brought 
to  a  successful  termination,  thus :  "  And  the  fee  simple,  abso- 
lute of  the  ground  with  the  appurtenances  so  taken,  shall  be 
vested  in  the  city."  The  resolve  was,  therefore,  literally  tnie. 
The  part  of  the  section,  just  quoted,  must  be  read  in  connec- 
tion with  the  former,  and  thus  reading  it,  I  do  not  see  how 
this  objection  can  prevail. 

The  second  objection,  however,  is  more  formidable.  The 
section  of  the  amended  charter  to  which  we  have  referred 
{title  7,  sec.  1),  prescribes  the  notice  to  be  given  of 
the  application  to  the  supreme  court  for  commissioners.  It 
provides :  "  The  said  common  council  shall  cause  a  notice  to 
be  published  twice  a  week,  for  two  weeks  successively,  in  the 
oflScial  newspapers  published  in  said  city,  specifying  and 
describinffj  as  particularly  as  may  be  practicable,  the  ground, 
with  the  appurtenances,  which  may  be  required  for  either  of 
the  purposes  aforesaid,  aYid  the  time  and  place  at  which  the 
damages  and  recompense,  which  the  owner  or  owners  of  such 
gi'ound  and  appurtenances  may  be  entitled  to  fee  the  same, 
will  be  inquired  into,  amended  and  assessed,  and  such  dam- 
ages and  recompense  apportioned  and  assessed  among  the 
owners  and  occupants,  and  upon  the  houses  and  lots  of  ground, 
and  other  real  estate,  which  are  to  be  benefited  by  the  intended 
public  use  of  the  ground,  with  the  appurtenances  which  shall 
be  required  as  aforesaid."  The  provision  for  the  application 
to  the  supreme  court  to  appoint  commissioners  follows. 

The  object  of  this  provision  is  apparent.  It  is  the  notice 
to  the  owners  of  the  ground  to  be  taken,  and  the  point  to  be 
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attained  "  in  specifying  and  describing,  <is  partimdarly  as 
may  be  practicable,  the  ground,  vrith  the  appurtenances,  which 
may  be  required  for  either  of  the  purposes  aforesaid,"  was 
that  each  party  interested  would  recognize  hia  property  from 
the  description.  Instead  of  this  particular  description  of 
^^the  ground,  with  the  appurtenances,"  there  is  a  general 
description  of  the  entire  strip,  which  the  street  as  proposed 
will  take,  and  bounding  it  as  a  single  lot,  and  without  any 
reference  to  the  several  lots  from  which  it  is  taken,  and  with- 
out any  description  of  "  the  appurtenances  "  upon  each.  This 
does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  a  compliance  with  the  letter  of  the 
statute,  and  it  certainly  is  not  with  the  manifest  intent  of 
the  provision.  From  the  description  as  published,  though  it 
may  give  accurately  the  bounds  of  the  piece  taken  from  sev- 
eral lots,  it  would  be  difficult  for  the  owner  of  any  lot  from 
which  a  part  is  taken,  to  recognize  his  strip  in  the  general 
description  which  includes  his  and  several  others.  It  seems 
to  me,  that  a  description,  "as  particularly  as  may  be  practi- 
cable,^^ of  "  the  ground  loith  the  appurtenances,"  requires  a 
separate  description  of  the  piece  taken  from  each  lot,  and  of 
the  lot,  so  that  the  party  affected  will  recognize  his  or  her 
premises.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  act  requires  no  per- 
sonal service  of  the  notice,  this  construction  seems  to  me  to 
be  required.  The  language  is  very  strong.  "  As  particularly 
as  may  be  practicable  "  can  scarcely  be  misunderstood. 

Another  difficulty  is  equally  fatal.  The  same  section 
{title  7,  sec.  1)  provides  for  an  application  to  the  supreme 
court,  for  the  appointment  of  commissioners,  to  assess  dam- 
ages, &c.,  for  the  property  required  for  the  contemplated 
improvement,  i.  e,,  for  that  specified  in  the  resolution  of  the 
common  council.  There  were  in  fact  two  separate  resolutions 
passed  on  different  days ;  the  one  to  open  Orange  street  from 
Knox  street  to  Snipe  street,  and  the  other  to  open  it  fix>m 
Snipe  street  to  Kobin  street.  And  there  were  (at  least  I  so 
understood  counsel)  two  separate  applications  to  the  court. 
The  order  treats  them  as  one,  and  appoints  three  commission- 
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ers  to  assess  damages  and  benefits  upon  it  as  a  single  improve- 
ment. This,  I  think,  was  erroneous.  There  is  no  provision 
so  to  do  in  the  act.  The  effect  of  the  order  was  to  treat  the 
whole  matter  as  a  single  improvement,  and  required  the  com- 
missioners so  to  regard  it.  This  may  have  a  material  effect 
upon  their  appraisement  I  do  not  say  it  would,  but  I  can 
readily  see  it  might  have  had.  Whether  this  was  a  single 
improvement,  to  be  made  as  a  whole,  or  two  separate  ones, 
though  running  together,  was  an  important  fact  for  the  com- 
missioners to  understand.  The  People  ex  rd.  Knox  agt.  The 
Village  of  Tonkere  (39  Bari.y  266)  does  not  present  this 
qaestion.  The  improvement  there  was  resolved  npon  as  a 
whole,  and  the  point  then  made  was,  that  it  combined 
incongruous  improvements  as  one.  The  point  here  is  that 
there  were  two  separate  projects  contemplated  —  two  appli- 
cations—  and  an  order  made  treating  them  as  one,  and 
appointing  a  commission  which  had  to  regard  the  two  as 
a  single  act.    This,  I  think,  was  erroneous. 

There  are  several  other  objections  made,  but  time  will  not 
allow  me  to  pass  upon  them  in  detail.  I  do  not  think  I 
should  reverse  the  proceedings  for  either  of  the  others, 
though  I  might  send  the  report  back  for  correction  in  a  few 
particulars,  i.  e.y  to  specify  that  the  parties  who  are  to  secure 
damages  are  in  fact  the  owners,  and  not  occupants,  and  when 
money  is  to  be  paid  by,  or  to  owners  of  several  lots  affected, 
to  name  both  or  all  as  the  parties  to  receive  or  pay  the 
money. 

I  regret  the  conclusion  which  makes  it  necessary  to  refuse 
the  order  for  confirmation  asked  for.  There  is  an  infinite 
detail  required  by  the  act,  and  perhaps  no  real  harm  has 
been  done  by  the  errors  (as  I  regard  them)  pointed  out. 
But  the  statutes  are  to  be  literally  complied  with,  and  it  is 
more  safe  and  better  to  correct  and  remedy  diflSculties  now, 
than  after  a  longer  period  shall  have  elapsed  and  more,  costs 
have  been  incurred. 


\  , 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

No.  1. 

Eekbt  M.  Bbown  and  Levi  H.  Beown,  executors,  &c.,  of 
Aabon  Bbown,  deceased,  agt.  Lucia  Mabbioold. 

No.  8. 

Nathan  Whitney  agt.  Lucia  Mabbigold. 

No.  8. 

Nathan  Whitney  agt.  Lucia  Mabbioold. 

No.  4. 

William  Bubbows  agt.  Lucia  Mabbioold. 

No.  6. 

Julius  Mabbioold  agt.  Lucia  Mabbioold. 

No.  6. 

Cablton  G.  Moobe  agt.  Lucia  Mabbioold. 

Setting  aside  jtidgmenta  far  vrregykmiy  and  fra/ud  —  r^erence. 

Where,  on  a  motion  to  set  aside  judgments  for  irregularity  and  fhkud, 
the  affidavits  for  and  against  the  motion  are  very  conflicting,  and  a 
reference  is  ordered  to  ascertain  the  facts,  the  report  of  the  referee  find- 
ing the  facts  from  the  evidence  is  conclusive  of  such  facts. 

Irregularity  in  the  service  of  summons  and  complaint  in  obtaining  Judg- 
ment by  default 

What  are  and  what  are  not  valid  statements  upon  which  to  enter  judg- 
ments by  confession. 

The  time  within  which  it  is  required  to  move  to  set  aside  a  judgment  for 
fraud  is  not  governed  by  the  time  iu  which  it  is  necessary  to  move  to 
set  it  aside  for  irregularity. 

Jefferson  County  Special  Term,  Decemhery  1875. 
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MonoN  to  set  aside  judgments  and  for  relief.  Affidavits 
were  read  in  support  of  said  motion  and  in  opposition 
thereto,  at  the  Oswego  special  term,  and  the  court  thereupon 
ordered  a  relfcrence  to  ascertain  the  facts,  as  the  affidavits 
were  in  great  conflict. 

(1.)  Such  reference  has  been  executed,  and  L.  J.  Dorwin, 
Esq.,  the  referee,  has  made  his  report,  and  given  his  opinion, 
and  returned  the  evidence  taken ;  and  thereupon,  at  this 
term,  the  parties  were  further  heard. 

(2.)  In  1872,  Brown  &  Brown,  executors,  brought  an 
action,  on  three  notes,  against  the  defendant,  who  joined 
issue,  and  a  reference  was  had  to  judge  Lansing,  who  there- 
after reported  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  his  report  was 
filed  April  8, 1876,  and  a  judgment  regularly  entered  thereon 
on  9th  of  April,  1876,  for  $1,760.08,  and  an  execution  issued 
thereon. 

(3.)  William  Burrows  brought  a  suit  against  Lucia  Marri- 
gold,  and  obtained  personal  service  of  summons  October  12, 
1874,  and  an  answer  was  put  in  by  defendant,  and  an  inquest 
regularly  taken,  at  a  circuit,  in  April,  1876,  and  judgment  duly 
entered  April  7,  1876,  for  $640.60,  damages  and  costs.  This 
action  was  brought  on  a  valid  debt,  and  the  answer  was 
served  by  N.  Whitney,  as  attorney  for  the  defendant  Lucia, 
and  the  inquest  and  judgment  taken  April  7,  1876,  at  the 
circuit  in  Jefferson  county. 

(4.)  WiUiam  A.  Gilbert  brought  a  suit  against  the  same 
defendant  and  obtained  personal  service  of  summons  March 
22,  1876,  and  entered  judgment  12th  of  April,  1876,  for 
$106.21,  and  judgment  was  entered  on  defendant's  default, 
regularly. 

(6.)  That  at  said  circuit  an  inquest  was  regularly  taken 
against  the  defendant  in  favor  of  John  Alles  and  judgment 
entered  thereon  for  $233.46,  N.  Whitney  being  attorney  for 
defendant  on  the  record. 

(6.)  That  on  the  6th  day  of  April,  1876,  and  while  such 

other  actions  were  pending,  Lucia  Marrigold,  under  section 
Vol.  L        82 
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382  of  the  Code,  confessed  a  judgment  to  her  brother,  Julius 
Marrigold,  for  $3,000,  upon  a  statement  alleged  to  be  defend- 
ant's and  not  signed  by  defendant.  N.  Whitney,  as  attorney 
for  the  plaintiff,  then  entered  up  the  jndgn^nt  by  asking 
the  clerk  of  Jefferson  county  to  file  the  papers  and  sign 
the  roll. 

The  statement  was  as  follows :  "  For  money  let  this  day, 
by  Julius  Marrigold  to  me,  Lucia  Marrigold."  The  state- 
ment was  verified  same  day  by  Lucia  Marrigold,  and  judg- 
ment entered  April  6,  1875,  for  $3,005.60,  and  an  execution 
issued  by  the  attorney  therein. 

The  referee  finds,  upon  ample  evidence,  that  the  judgment 
was  fraudulent,  and  entered  to  defraud  Browns'  and  other 
creditors  of  the  defendant. 

That  $3,000  was  not,  nor  was  any  sum  advanced  by  Julius 
to  Lucia,  the  day  of.  such  confession. 

That  the  judgment  was  not  founded  on  a  valid  consid- 
eration. 

7.  April  6, 1875,  at  3.50  p.  m.,  two  judgments  for  about  $500 
each  were  entered  in  Jefferson  county  clerk's  office,  in  fevor  of 
K.  Whitney  against  Lucia  Marrigold,  upon  filing  of  summons 
and  complaint  in  each  case,  and  the  admission  of  service, 
signed  by  the  defendant,  and  the  admission  verified  by  N. 
Whitney's  affidavit  before  one  J.  0.  Fulton,  notary,  April  5, 
1875,  and  the  complaint  verified  at  same  time,  by  plaintiff, 
before  same  notary.  ' 

The  admission  of  service  is  not  dated,  but  it  states :  ^^  I 
hereby  admit  that  the  foregoing  summons  anid  complaint 
were  duly  personally  served  on  me  on  the  15th  day  of  March, 
1875,  at  the  city  of  Watertown."  And  judgment  was  taken 
thereon  for  $553.26,  being  $536.25  damages  and  $17.01  costs, 
upon  an  alleged  note  dated  22d  March,  1874,  for  $500.  The 
other  action  purports  to  be  on  a  note  alleged  to  have  been 
made  by  defendant  26th  September,  1874,  to  plaintiff  therein, 
and  the  complaint  verified  5th  of  April,  1875,  before  Fulton, 
notary. 
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The  admifision  of  Borvice  states,  viz. :  ^  I  hereby  admit 
that  the  within  and  foregoing  summons  and  complaint  were 
dnly  and  personally  served  on  me,  the  within  named  defend- 
ant, on  the  17th  day  of  November,  1875,  in  the  daytime^  at 
the  city  of  Watertown,  Jefferson  county,  N.  T,,  by  handing 
to  and  leaving  with  me,  at  the  place  and  time  aforesaid,  true 
copies  thereof,  and  at  the  same  time  showing  me  the  original." 
(Signed)  ^^  Lucia  Marrigold."  The  plaintiff  then  states,  in  an 
afSdavit,  that  it  was  signed  by  defendant,  and  such  affidavit 
is  sworn  before  Fulton,  5th  of  April,  1875 ;  and  the  affidavit 
states  no  appearance,  and  that  ^^  more  than  twenty  days  have 
elapsed  since  the  service  of  the  summons  and  complaint  on 
the  defendant  in  this  action ; "  and  that  affidavit  is  tdso  sworn 
before  Fulton,  April  5,  1875.  The' judgment  is  for  $619 
damages  and  $19.36  costs,  entered  by  the  clerk  of  Jefferson . 
coimty. 

The  referee  finds  and  reports  that  these  admissions  were 
^^  antedated  (assuming  the  one  to  be  of  17th  November, 
1874,  instead  of  17th  November,  1875,  as  within)  or  ^^prema- 
iurely  executed^  to  enable  the  said  Whitney  to  enter  judg- 
ments, and  thereby  obtain  preferences  over  any  judgments  that 
might  be  entered  in  the  actions  hereinbefore  mentioned,  then 
pending  against  the  said  Lucia  Marrigold,  and  for  whom  in 
which  actions  he  was  acting  as  attorney."  Much  evidence 
was  taken  tending  to  establish  that  the  defendant  was  not 
indebted  in  any  considerable  sum  if  at  all,  to  the  plaintiff,  on 
said  two  judgments  so  entered  in  favor  of  Whitney ;  and  the 
referee  does  not  find  specifically  upon  that  subject,  and  it  is 
not  necessary  to  finally  pass  upon  that  question  upon  this 
motion. 

Levi  H.  Brovm,  for  motion. 

Naiha/n  Whitney^  opposed. 

HASDm,  J,  —  The  report  of  fhe  referee  upon  the  evidence 
submitted  to  him,  has  reported  conclusions  of  fact ;  and,  like 


252  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Brown  agt.  Harrigold. 

the  verdict  of  a  jury,  these  conclusions  must  be  accepted  by 
the  court  when  based  upon  evidence. 

It  is  not  apparent  that  the  essential  questions  arising  npon 
this  motion  have  been  found  without  sufficient  evidence  to 
sustain  the  findings  of  the  referee. 

Accepting,  therefore,  the  conclusions  reached  by  the 
learned  referee  as  to  the  time  when  and  object  of  the  admis- 
sions of  service  in  the  two  cases  wherein  Whitney  is  plain- 
tiflf,  this  case  is  brought  within  the  opinion  ef  Mebwin,  J.,  in 
TVo^n.agt.  Fagan  (48  Howard^  240) ;  («^,  oUsOy  2  Keman^ 
615 ;  Dinamore  agt.  Adams^  48  Howard^  274.) 

Following  that  opinion,  is  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  order 
such  judgments  set  aside  as  against  the  judgment  creditors 
moving  here, 

II.  The  next  question  relates  to  the  judgment  of  $3,000, 
entered  upon  confession  by  the  defendant,  in  favor  of  Julius 
Marrigold,  her  brother.  The  statement  is  very  laconic,  and 
more  than  concise. 

The  expression  "for  money  let  this  day,"  does  not  state 
what  amount  of  money  was  that  day  loaned ;  it  does  not 
state  any  sum ;  it  does  not  state  when  it  was  loaned ;  it  does 
not  state  that  any  other  security  was  given  upon  the  loan  ;^ 
it  does  not  state  that  a  note  was  given  "  for  that  amount  of 
money  being  had  by  the  defendant  of  the  plaintiff,"  as  was 
stated  in  Frelegh  agt.  Brmk  (22  N.  F.,  418).  The  quoted 
words  "for  that  amount  of  money,"  upheld  the  confession  in 
that  case,  according  to  the  opinion  of  Denio,  J.  {aupraj  419), 
which  accords  with  the  decision  in  Lansing  agt.  Carpenter 
(20  If.  Y.y  458),  opinion  of  Comstock,  J.  {aee^  also  24  N.  T,j 
325). 

The  occasion  for  the  loan  is  not  stated^  as  in  Acker  agt. 
Acker  (38  ^.  J".,  295),  opinion  by  Denio,  J.  In  Clements 
agt.  Zown  (38  If.  Y.j  298 ;  1  Keyes\  the  confession  was  "  for 
money  lent  by  said  plaintiff  to  me,  on  the  1st  day  of  April, 
1856,  and  interest  thereon  fromthefirstday  of  April,  1857;" 
and  that  was  held  to  be  sufficient.    Here  the  date  is  found  as 
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in  that  case,  and  tW  lender  and  borrower  are  stated  as  in 
that  case. 

Following  the  case  of  Clements  agt.  Zot^^,  .the  statement 
here  mnst  be  held  to  be  formally  sufficient.  Bat  the  referee 
has  fonnd  the  judgment  to  be  fraudulent,  in  £act,  and  given 
for  a  fraudulent  puipose ;  and  it  is  competent  for  a  subse- 
quent judgment  creditor  to  raise  and  rely  upon  such  assault 
upon  the  judgment  (5  Johns,  Ch.j  820;  9  Johns.,  SO;  Head 
agt.  French,  21  JV.  T.,  285 ;  15  Eow.,  228). 

The  motion  is  not  for  irregularity  but  for  fraud,  therefore 
it  was  made  in  time  (30  Barb.,  185). 

It  follows,  from^the  views  here  expressed,  that  as  against 
the  judgment  creditors  making  this  faiotion  the  two  judg- 
ments in  favor  of  Whitney  and  the  judgment  in  favor  of 
Julius  Marrigold  must  be  set  aside  and  vacated. 

The  order  may  provide  for  the  allowance  to  the  moving 
party  of  ten  dollars  costs,  at  this  motion,  and  also  directing 
the  payment  by  Julius  Marrigold  of  the  referee's  fees  and 
witnesses'  fees,  to  be  taxed  by  the  clerk  of  Jefferson  upon  five 
days'  notice  after  service  of  a  copy  of  this  opinion,  and  after 
such  taxation  the  clerk  of  Jefferson  may  enter  an  order  in 
accordance  with  this  opinion. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

Akdbew  E.  Hastings,  receiver  of  the  Secnrity  Insoranoe 
Company,  agt.  Daniel  Dbew  and  others. 

Corporation — ckUtM  ofereditors^  Juno  er\forced  upon  Us  diisohUum^  or  expira- 
tion of  it$  charter. 

Upon  the  dissolution  of  a  COTporation,  its  contracts  and  liabilities  are  not 
extinguislied.  Creditors  may  enforce  their  claims  against  any  property 
of  the  corporation  which  has  not  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide 
purchaser. 

The  stock  and  property  of  a  corporation  is  deemed  a  trust  fund  for  the 
payment  of  its  debts,  and  creditors  have  a  lien  or  right  of  priority  of 
payment,  in  preference  to  the  claims  of  a  stockholder  in  the  corporation. 

If  the  capital  stock  and  property  be  diyided  among  the  stockholders, 
leaving  any  debt  unpaid,  every  stockholder,  receiving  his  share  of  the 
capital  stock  out  of  corporate  property,  is  held  liable,  pro  ratay  to  con- 
tribute to  the  discharge  of  such  debts  out  of  the  property  or  its  proceeds 
in  his  hands. 

A  judgment  recovered  against  a  corporation  is  final  and  conclusive  against 
stockholders,  when  it  is  sought  to  be  enforced  by  action  against  corporate 
property,  or  its  proceeds  received  by  them. 

JOOer  agt  White  (67  N,  F.,  187)  distinguished. 

The  defendants,  being  stockholders  in  a  corporation  about  the  time  of  its 
dissolution,  took  to  themselves  a  steamboat,  the  property  of  the  cor- 
poration, which  they  sold  and  disposed  of  to  their  own  use.  HM^  that 
they  were  liable,  pro  raia^  according  to  the  stock  held  by  them,  to  pay  the 
daim  of  a  creditor,  existing  at  the  time  they  took  to  themselves  the 
properly. 

New  York  Special  Term^  Decemiber^  1874. 

William  Allen  BuUery  for  plaintiff. 

Chaaies  Jones^  for  defendants  Drew  and  others. 

William  A.  Beaoh^  for  defendant  Yanderbilt. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.         U& 


Hastings  agt.  Drew. 


Van  V0B8T,  J.  —  The  evidence  does  not  establish  that  the 
sale  of  the  steamboat  "  0,  Vanderbilt,"  and  four-fifths  of  the 
^'  Francis  Skiddy,"  made  on  the  16th  February,  1864,  was  in 
fact  perfected,  or  that  the  corporation  known  as  the  "  New 
Jersey  Steam  Navigation  Company  "  parted  with  its  interest 
in  said  boats,  in  pursuance  of  such  supposed  sale. 

The  price  bid,  $85,000,  by  Vanderbilt  was  not  paid  to 
the  corporation  and  the  vessels  were  continued  to  be  run 
thereafter  in  the  name  of  the  "  Troy  line  "  as  before. 

It  is  true  that  some  of  the  stockholders  were  paid  oflf  upon  the 
basis  of  the  price  fixed  for  the  property  by  the  bid  of  the 
defendant  Vanderbilt,  but  the  defendants  Drew,  Vanderbilt, 
and  others,  retained  their  interest  in  the  corporation,  and  its 
property  and  assets,  in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  their 
stock.  They  severally  remained  stockholders  in  the  corpora- 
tion, the  charter  of  which  did  not  expire  until  the  year  1869, 
The  defendant  Drew  was  the  president  of  the  corporation, 
and  the  other  defendants  were  trustees  and  stockholders.  In 
the  month  of  March,  1866,  the  corporation,  by  an  instrument 
in  writing,  executed  in  its  behalf  by  the  defendant  Daniel 
Drew,  as  president,  claiming  then  to  be  the  owner  of  the 
boat,  bargained  and  sold  the  steamer  Vanderbilt  to  the  New 
Jersey  Steamboat  Company.  In  pursuance  of  this  sale,  the 
vessel  in  question  passed  to  the  latter  named  company.  In 
and  by  the  instrument  of  sale,  the  New  Jersey  Steam  Naviga- 
tion Company  covenanted  and  agreed,  to  and  with  the  New 
Jersey  Steamboat  Company,  to  warrant  and  defend  the 
steamboat  Vanderbilt,  and  the  other  matters  in  the  instrument 
of  sale  alleged.  The  certificate  of  enrollment  of  the  vessel, 
showing  the  title  of  the  same  to  be  in  the  New  Jersey  Steam 
Navigation  Company,  is  formally  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  sale. 
The  instrument  is  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  corporation,  and 
in  the  certificate  of  acknowledgement,  it  is  stated  that  the  seal 
was  a£Sxed  by  order  of  the  directors,  for  the  uses  and  pur- 
poses expressed  in  the  instrument,  and  that  the  same  was 
executed  by  the  defendant  Drew,  as  president  of  the  corpora 
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tion,  by  the  like  order  of  the  directors.  Afker  such  declarations 
and  acts,  it  is  too  late  for  the  defendant  Drew,  and  his 
co-defendants  the  directors,  and  who  were  also  stockholders 
and  interested  in  the  boat,  to  allege  that  the  vessel  was  not 
then  the  property  of  the  corporation  who  sold  and  transferred 
the  same  to  the  new  corporation. 

By  this  it  is  also  satisfactorily  shown  that  the  transaction 
of  the  15th  of  February,  1864,  was  not  understood  by  the 
parties  to  be  a  true  sale  of  the  vessel,  or  that  the  corporation 
then  parted  with  its  title  thereto,  but  that  it  was  rather  a 
method  adopted  to  ascertain  the  then  value  of  the  property, 
as  a  basis  of  settlement  and  adjustment  with  such  stock- 
holders of  the  corporation  as  might  choose  then*to  retire. 

If  this  conclusion  be  correct  then  the  corporation  was  th^ 
owner  of  the  steamer  Vanderbilt  on  the  14:th  July,  1864,  and 
was  liable  for  the  damage  consequent  upon  the  alleged  sink- 
ing by  her  of  the  canal  boat  A.  D.  Merry.  And  so  it  was 
adjudged  in  an  action  commenced  in  the  superior  court  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  in  the  month  of  January,  1865,  by  the 
Security  Insurance  Company,  of  which  the  present  plaintiff 
is  receiver,  against  the  New  Jersey  Steam  Navigation  Com- 
pany, for  such  damage.  The  New  Jersey  Steam  Navigation 
Company  appeared  in  the  action,  and  answered  the  com- 
plaint, the  answer  being  verified  by  the  defendant  Drew,  as 
president  of  the  company ;  in  which  answer  it  was  admitted 
that  the  corporation  was  the  owner  of  the  steamboat  Vander- 
bilt at  the  time  of  the  collision  between  her  and  the  boat  A. 
D.  Merry,  and  that  the  corporation  was  at  that  time  carrying 
on  business.  The  issue  joined  in  the  action  was  afterward 
tried  by  a  jury,  and  a  verdict  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff therein,  the  Security  Insurance  Company,  for  the  sum  of 
$5,538.85,  for  the  damages  sustained  by  such  collision. 

A  judgment  was  entered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  against 
the  corporation,  on  the  11th  day  of  May,  1868,  for  the  sum 
of  $6,004.37,  damages  and  costs,  and  an  execution  against 
the  property  of  the  corporation  was  issued  upon  such  judg- 
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ment,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York, 
and  was  by  him  returned  unsatisfied,  on  the  10th  day  of 
September,  1868. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  corporation,  on  the  14th  July, 
1864,  owned  any  property  except  the  steamer  C.  Vanderbilt, 
and  four-fifths  of  the  F.  Skiddy.  The  Skiddy  was  afterward 
wholly  lost  The  principal  portion  of  the  property  of  the 
corporation,  consisting  of  steamers  running  on  the  Sound, 
under  the  name  of  the  Stonington  Line,  had  been  sold  during 
the  year  1863,  and  the  proceeds  had  been  distributed  among 
the  stockholders ;  by  which  proceeds  they  realized  the  par  value 
of  their  shares  and  an  excess  over  same  of  from  seventy-five 
to  ninety  per  cent.  The  Vanderbilt,  as  already  observed,  was 
retained  by  the  corporation,  and  after  the  collision  and  whilst 
the  action  against  the  corporation  to  recover  the  damages  for 
the  collision  was  pending,  was  sold  and  transferred  to  the 
Hew  Jersey  Steamboat  Company. 

No  provision  was  made  by  the  directors  of  the  corporation 
for  these  damages,  nor  were  funds  reserved  to  pay  any  sum 
which  might  be  recovered  in  the  action. 

The  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  C.  Vanderbilt  was  received 
by  the  defendants  the  trustees,  and  who  appear  to  have  been 
the  only  remaining  stockholders  and  solely  interested  in  such 
proceeds.  It  was,  without  doubt,  the  duty  of  these  trustees, 
to  have  made  provision  for  the  payment  of  the  claim  in  ques- 
tion out  of  the  property  of  the  corporation.  But  that  they 
did  not  do  so,  is  no  reason  why  the  plaintiff  in  the  judgment 
should  be  remediless. 

It  is  a  &railiar  principle  in  equity  jurisprudence,  that  the 
stock  and  property  of  a  corporation  is  deemed  a  trust  fund 
for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  corporation,  and  that 
creditors  have  a  lien,  or  right  of  priority  of  payment  in  pref- 
erence to  any  of  the  stockholders  in  the  corporation.  And, 
when  a  corporation  is- dissolved,  the  contracts  and  liabilities 
of  the  corporation  are  not  extinguished.  The  creditors  may 
enforce  their  claims  against  any  property  belonging  to  the 
Vol.  L  33 
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corporation  which  has  not  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  bona 
fide  purchaser.  The  property  itself  is  affected  with  the 
trust. 

And,  if  the  capital  stock  should  be  divided,  leaving  any 
debts  unpaid,  every  stockholder  receiving  his  share  of  the 
capital  stock,  would  in  equity  be  held  liable,  pro  rata^  to  con- 
tribute to  the  discharge  of  such  debt,  out  of  the  funds  in 
his  hands  {Story  Equity  Jurisprudence,  sec.  1252;  Wood 
agt.  Bummer,  3  Mason  i?.,  308 ;  Curson  agt,  African  Comp,, 
1  Vern,  R.,  121 ;  S.  (7.,  Skinner  -ff .,  84 ;  AngeU  cfe  Am^s  on 
Corporations,  sees,  600,  601,  and  note  1 ;  BarHett  agt.  Drew, 
60  Barb.,  648). 

The  ground  was  not  taken  upon  the  trial  by  the  defend 
ants,  that  they  had  not  received  to  their  own  use  the  steamer 
Vanderbilt  and  her  proceeds,  but  they  claimed  that  they 
were  entitled  to  the  same,  exclusively,  the  interest  of  each 
defendant  therein  being  in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  stock 
held  by  him  in  the  corporation  ;  the  interest  of  the  other 
stockholders  having  been  extinguished  by  the  payment  to 
them,  severally,  of  their  proportion  of  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty upon  the  basis  fixed  by  the  alleged  sale  made  in  February, 
1864.  In  virtue  of  such  sale  and  payment  to  the  other  stock- 
holders, they  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  boat  and  the  right 
to  dispose  of  same  to  their  own  use. 

But,  as  we  have  already  observed,  the  title  to  the  boat 
remained  in  the  corporation.  It  continued  to  be  corporate 
property.  Nothing  was  paid  by  the  defendants  to  the  cor- 
poration for  such  alleged  purchase,  and  the  boat  remained 
liable  for  the  debts  of  the  corporation  until  the  transfer  made 
in  March,  1865,  by  the  corporation. 

These  defendants  could  not,  although  they  were  in  &ct  the 
sole  remaining  stockholders,  take  the  boat  to  themselves, 
freed  from  the  liens  of  creditors,  and  having  done  so,  are 
liable  to  the  creditors  to  the  value  of  the  property  so  appro- 
priated. The  conveyance  made  by  the  corporation,  by  the 
direction  of  the  defendant's  trustees,  and  executed  by  the 
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defendant  Drew,  as  president,  inured  to  the  sole  benefit  of 
Drew  and  the  then  etockholders  and  parties  in  interest  in 
the  corporate  property. 

It  is  objected  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  the  judg- 
ment recovered  against  the  corporation  is  not  admissible  to 
establish  any  demand  against  them  as  stockholders.  In  sup- 
port of  this  proposition,  reference  is  made  to  MiUer  agt. 
White  (50  N,  T.J  137).  But  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  that 
was  an  action  to  recover  of  the  trustees  personally,  a  debt 
of  the  corporation.  It  was  to  enforce  a  liability,  in  its  nature 
penal,  against  the  trustees,  for  their  omission  to  file  annual 
reports,  by  means  of  which  they  became  personally  liable  for 
the  debts  of  the  corporation. 

But  this  is  a  judgment  creditor's  action.  It  is  not  brought 
to  enforce  a  personal  liability  against  the  defendants  for  the 
debts  of  the  corporation  as  trustees  or  stockholders,  but  to 
enforce  the  lien  of  the  plaintiff  upon  property  of  the  corpora- 
tion which  has  come  into  the  defendants'  hands  charged  with 
the  lien.  The  action  against  the  corporation '  was  by  it 
defended,  and  the  judgment  was  recovered  after  a  trial  on 
the  merits.  As  against  the  corporation,  the  debtor,  the  judg- 
ment is  final  and  conclusive,  and  as  it  is  sought  to  be  enfor.ced 
against  corporate  property,  is  conclusive  against  trustees  and 
stockholders.  In  Miller  agt.  White  {supra),  it  is  said : 
"  There  is  a  privity  of  interest  at  most  only  as  to  corporate 
property.  The  stockholders,  who  in  this  respect  stand  the 
same  as  trustees,  are  bound  by  the  judgment  to  the  full 
extent  of  their  interest  in  the  company  assets." 

The  only  question  really  to  be  determined  is,  whether  the 
defendants  received  to  their  own  use,  under  the  circum- 
stances- of  this  case,  the  property  of  thfe  corporation,  which 
was  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  plaintifiPs  demand,  and  to  the 
satisfaction  of  which  it  should,  in  equity,  be  applied. 

It  is  important  to  notice  in  this  connection,  that  the  trans- 
fer of  this  boat  to  the  New  Jersey  Steamboat  Company  was 
a  final  disposition  of  the  only  remaining  property  of  the  cor- 
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poration,  and  that  it  thereafter  acquired  no  property,  and 
ceased  thereafter  to  do  business,  although  its  corporate  exist- 
ence continued  until  the  year  1869. 

The  defendant  Vanderbilt  claims  to  have  sold  his  interest 
in  the  boat  in  September,  1864,  to  the  defendant  Englis,  an 
associate  stockholder.  Such  sale  was  made  after  the  collision 
in  question,  for  which  the  judgment  was  recovered  by  the 
Security  Insurance  Company.  Vanderbilt  knew  of  the  col- 
lision. Vanderbilt  received  of  Englis  some  $30,000  for  his 
interest  in  the  two  boats.  He  sold  his  interest  subject  to  all 
liabilities ;  and,  as  he  states,  had  nothing  further  to  do  with 
the  boat,  which,  as  he  understood,  was  afterward  sold  to  the 
People's  Line. 

There  is  nothing,  therefore,  to  show  that  Vanderbilt 
received  from  the  "corporation"  any  money  or  property, 
after  the  collision. 

What  he  did  receive  was  from  a  stookholder  and  co-defend- 
ant, for  his  interest,  the  boat  yet  remaining  the  property  of 
the  corporation^  in  whom  the  title  was.  The  lien  in  favor 
of  creditors  followed  the  boat,  which  was  afterward  disposed 
of  by  Drew,  and  the  remaining  associates,  to  the  New  Jersey 
Steamboat  Company. 

This  sale  and  disposition  inured  to  the  benefit  of  the 
defendant  Drew  and  his  co-defendants,  except  Vanderbilt, 
who  is  not  shown  to  have  interfered  farther  in  the  matter, 
after  he  sold  out  to  Englis,  in  September,  1864. 

The  consideration,  realized  on  the  ultimate  disposition  of 
the  property  to  the  New  Jersey  Steamboat  Company,  does 
not  distinctly  appear.  But  the  property  sold  was  a  steam- 
boat which  had  the  previous  season  navigated  the  Hudson 
river.  The  sum  realized  by  Vanderbilt  for  his  interest  in  the 
property,  in  September,  1864,  indicates  that  the  vessel  was  of 
large  value. 

In  this  property,  the  defendants  who  are  chargeable  in  this 
action  should  be  held  to  have  participated,  at  least,  in  pro- 
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portion  to  the  amount  of  stock  they  Beverallj  held  in  the 
corporation. 

And  the  defendants  Drew,  Englis  and  Norton  are  adjudged 
to  contribute  and  pay  toward  the  satisfaction  of  the  plain- 
tifPs  claim  in  the  proportion  of  their  respective  holdings  of 
the  stock  of  the  corporation,  to  the  whole  amount  of  the 
capital  thereof. 

This  was  the  rule  adopted  in  Wood  agt.  Dummer  {supra). 

As  to  the  defendant  Yanderbilt,  the  complaint  should  be 
dismissed.  This  action  was  directed  to  be  continued  in  the 
name  of  the  receiver  of  the  Security  Company,  by  order  of 
3d  of  February,  1872.  Such  order  was  proper  to  prevent  an 
abatement  of  the  suit  (N.  Y.  Statutes  at  Zarge^  vol.  8,  674). 

There  should  be  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  in 
pursuance  of  the  above  directions. 

'Note,  " Bartlett  agt  Drew  (67  if.  F.  R,  587). 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

STo.  1. 

The  Pbople,  &o.,  agt.  William  M.  Twbbd. 

BequirementB  of  the  statuie  in  obtaining  a  gtruckjury — selection  of  a  name 
not  on  the  Ust  ofjv/rors  —  Us  effect  —  challenge  to  the  array. 

From  necessity,  as  well  as  by  statute,  the  commissioner  of  Jurors  for 
the  city  and  county  of  New  York  must  complete  a  list  of  all  jurors 
liable  to  serve,  and  file  in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk  a  certified  copy 
thereof,  and  he  shall,  from  time  to  time,  return  the  names  of  any  per- 
sons omitted  on  the  list ;  and  all  those  sent,  up  to  the  time  of  the  selec- 
tion of  the  struck  jury,  are  those  from  which  the  selection  is  made. 

The  summoning  of  only  twenty-three  jurors,  whose  names  appear  on  the 
list  of  jurors  firom  which  the  selection  of  the  struck  jury  should  have 
been  made,  and  whom  the  elisors  chose,  and  of  one  additional  person, 
whose  name  does  not  appear  on  the  list  to  which  the  choice  must  be 
limited,  and  whom  the  elisors  did  not,  in  fact,  so  designate,  is  good 
ground  for  challenge  to  the  array. 

N.  Y.  Circuity  Part  11^  Jomua/ry  5,  1876. 

Before  Hon,  Judge  Webtbrook. 

Challenge  by  defendant,  Tweed,  to  the  array  of  the 
special  jury  in  the  first  cause,  commonly  called  "  the  six 
million  suit." 

D.  D.  Fiddy  D.  Field  <&  Deyo,  for  defendant. 

Wheeler  R.  Peckham  cfe  James  C.  Carter^  for  plaintiff. 

The  C&wrt. — During  the  interval  which  has  elapsed  since 
the  discussion  upon  the  questions  involved  in  this  challenge, 
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I  have  endeavored  to  investigate  them  as  best  I  could.  1 
have  been  somewhat  limited  in  time,  and  though  I  endeavored 
to  write  out  my  views,  I  have  only  been  partially  successful. 
I  will,  therefore,  ask  the  stenographer  to  take  down  what  I 
may  state  in  addition  to>what  I  may  read. 

The  challenge  to  the  array  of  the  special  or  struck  jury 
which  has  been  summoned  for  this  trial,  presents  two  ques- 
tions, which  are :  First,  has  the  jury  been  selected  by  the 
elisors  from  a  proper  list  of  jurors  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  ? 
and,  second,  what  is  the  effect  upon  the  entire  panel  of  plac- 
ing upon  the  list  of  jurors,  certified  by  the  elisors  to  have 
been  selected,  the  name  of  one  individual  —  George  W. 
South  wick  —  which  does  not  appear  upon  the  list  of  names 
from  which  the  selection  should  have  been  made,  and  which 
both  the  traverse  of  the  challenge  and  the  evidence  of  the 
elisors  show,  was  never  selected  by  them  ?  Each  of  them 
will  be  noticed  in  the  order  stated. 

Preliminarily  to  the  examination  of  the  specific  objections, 
it  is  important  to  notice  a  consideration  which  is  necessary 
to  be  remembered  in  passing  upon  each,  and  that  is,  the 
object  of  the  statute  which  makes  a  special  or  struck  jury. 
It  was  passed  to  give  parties  in  a  difficult  and  extraordinary 
case  a  jury  of  more  than  usual  intelligence  and  integrity, 
or,  to  use  the  language  of  the  statute  itself,  directing  the  clerk 
of  the  county,  or  the  elisors  as  to  its  selection,  one  ^^  most 
indifferent  between  the  parties,  and  best  qualified  to  try  such 
cause."  The  mode  of  obtaining  such  a  jury  is  clearly 
pointed  out  by  the  statute,  and  as  it  is  a  special  proceeding 
designed  for  a  particular  purpose,  and  out  of  the  ordinary 
course  of  procedure,  the  mode  of  obtaining  it  which  the 
statute  points  out  must  be  pursued.  In  the  case  of  an  ordi- 
nary jury,  when  the  sole  object  is  to  obtain  a  competent  jury, 
as  long  as  there  is  one  competent  obtained,  minor  non- 
compliance with  statutes  may  be  overlooked ;  but  when  the 
object  is  the  procuration  of  one  "  most  indifferent  between 
the  parties,  and  best  qualified  to  try  such  cause,"  and  the 
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way  of  ite  obtainmeat  is  preecribed,  it  necessarily  follows 
that  that  way  must  be  mandatory,  and  is  to  be  rigidly  pur- 
sued. This  brings  me  to  the  first  question :  First,  has  the 
jury  been  selected  by  the  elisors  from  a  proper  list  of  jurors 
filed  in  the  clerk's  office?  In  beginning  this  discussion  we 
must  see  what  are  the  provisions  of  the  statute  on  this  sub- 
ject. They  are  contained  in  the  second  volume  oi  Edmonds^ 
edition  of  the  statutes^  top  paging  436,  marginal  418,  section 
48 :  "At  the  time  appointed,  the  clerk  of  the  county  shall 
attend  at  his  office,  with  the  original  lists  of  the  jurors 
returned  to  him  by  the  officers  of  the  several  towns,  who  are 
then  liable  to  serve,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  parties,  or 
their  counsel,  shall  proceed  to  strike  a  jury  as  follows:  The 
clerk  shall  select  from  such  lists  the  names  of  forty-eight  per- 
sons, whom  he  shall  deem  most  indifferent  between  the 
parties,  and  best  qualified  to  try  such  cause."  The  act,  then, 
provides  that  the  clerk  shall  attend  with  the  original  list  of 
the  jurors  returned  to  him  by  the  officers  of  the  several  towns, 
and  from  that  list  thus  returned,  or  from  those  lists  thus 
returned,  the  clerk  (and  the  elisors  in  this  case)  shall  select 
from  such  list  the  names  of  forty-eight  persons.  As  I  have 
just  said,  they  are  to  be  taken  from  the  list  of  jurors  returned 
to  the  clerk  by  the  officers  of  the  several  towns.  Suppose,  if 
the  selection  was  in  the  country,  that  the  lists  were  filed,  and 
the  names  were  taken  from  them  ;  would  the  objection  that 
the  lists  furnished  to  the  clerk  were  imperfect,  that  the  offi- 
cers had  not  done  their  duty,  be  valid  ?  I  think  not,  because 
the  clerk  has  obeyed  the  statute,  and  the  mere  omission  by 
the  officer  in  making  up  the  list  of  names  from  which  the 
selection  was  made  would  not  invalidate,  unless  corruptly 
done,  or  a  perceptible  prejudice  was  manifest.  The  officers, 
in  making  the  returns,  scarcely  ever  do  their  foil  duty,  and 
if  this  argument  is  to  prevail  neither  a  struck  jury,  nor  any 
other,  could  be  obtained.  I  may,  in  passing,  observe  that 
the  mode  of  making  out  these  lists  is  part  of  the  ordinary 
jury  system,  and  it  was  of  that  original  system  of  summoning 
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jurors  that  the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals,  in  the  case 
of  The  People  agt.  Friery^  reported  in  \he  ^  of  Aliboi^e 
Cowt  of  Appeals  Caaea^  page  227,  and  also  that  of  the 
supreme  court  in  the  case  in  the  ^th  of  WendeU,  page  24, 
were  predicated,  in  which  they  held  that  machinery  was 
simply  directory.  And  for  that  reason  I  tJiink  the  failure  of 
the  oflScers  of  the  town  fully  to  comply  with  the  law  would 
not  vitiate  the  selection  of  the  jurors  from  the  list,  so  long  as 
the  clerk  or  the  elisors  chose  from  the  list  filed  by  them. 
In  applying  this  statute  to  New  York  city,  we  must  interpret 
it  and  use  its  machinery  as  modified  by  legislation  applicable 
to  this  city.  In  lieu  of  lists  by  town  officers  filed  with  the  clerk 
from  which  the  selection  is  made,  we  have  a  provision  contained 
in  section  3  of  chapter  495  of  the  Laws  of  1847,  to  the  effect  that 
"the  commissioner  of  jurors  shall  proceed  to  the  selection  of 
such  jurors  immediately  after  the  first  day  of  May  of  each 
year,  and  the  names  shall  be  entered  in  a  book  alphabetically 
arranged,  designating  the  work,  occupation  and  residence  of 
each.  From  the  first  day  of  June  in  each  year,  as  soon  as 
the  list  shall  be  complete,  the  said  commissioner  shall  pub- 
lish a  notice  of  at  least  ten  days  in  the  newspapers  in  which 
notices  of  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York  are 
printed,  that  a  petty  jury  list  is  ready  for  examination  and 
correction  at  his  o£Sce,  and  he  shall  receive  evidence  of 
exemptions  in  the  same  manner  as  authorized  in  courts  of 
record.  The  names  of  all  the  persons  found  to  be  exempt 
from  serving  as  jurors  shall  be  struck  from  the  list,  and  the 
ground  of  exemption  recorded.  When  the  list  is  complete,  a 
certified  copy  shall  be  delivered  to  the  county  clerk,  who 
shall  prepare  the  ballots  and  deposit  them  in  the  box  in  the 
manner  now  required  by  law.  The  said  commissioner  may, 
at  any  time,  in  like  manner,  return  the  names  of  any  persons 
omitted  on  the  list,  if  no  sufiicient  cause  be  shown  to  excuse 
such  person,  and  their  names  shall  be  deposited  in  the  box 
as  jurors  for  the  residue  of  the  year  that  the  other  jurors  are 
to  serve."  So  that  the  machinery  devised  for  the  city  is  the 
Vol.  L.  34 
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making  out  of  a  list  by  the  commissioner  of  jurors  of  all 
jurors  liable  to  serve,  the  completion  of  that  list  as  soon  as 
practical,  and  when  completed,  or  when  partially  completed, 
he  shall  file  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  of  New 
York  a  certified  copy  of  such  list,  and  he  shall,  from  time  to 
time,  return  the  names  of  any  persons  omitted  on  the  list,  if 
no  sufficient  cause  to  the  contrary  be  shown.  From  the  vast 
and  fluctuating  population  of  the  city,  a  perfect  list  of  jurors 
can  never  be  obtained ;  nor  even  in  time  for  the  necessities 
of  courts  can  the  judgment  of  the  commissioner  of  jurore 
upon  the  whole  body  of  those  possibly  liable  be  obtained. 
Hence,  from  necessity  as  well  as  by  statute,  he  must  send 
lists,  from  time  to  time,  and  all  those  sent  up  to  the  time  of 
the  selection  of  the  struck  jury  are  those  from  which  the 
selection  is  made.  As  in  the  case  of  lists  furnished  by  town 
officers,  they  may  be  incomplete  and  imperfect,  yet  they  are 
those  from  which  the  selection  must  be  made,  and  when  so 
made  threfrom,  the  mandatory  law  is  obeyed.  Now,  had  the 
commissioner  of  jurors  made  and  filed  such  lists  when  the 
present  selection  was  made  ?  It  is  true  he  had  not  filed  a 
copy  certified  to  be  a  copy  of  lists  made  out  and  prepared 
by  him,  but  if  such  a  certified  copy  had  been  filed,  it  would 
only  have  been  an  official  notification  to  the  clerk  of  the  per- 
sons he  had  selected  to  serve  as  jurors,  and  whom  the  law 
gave  him  the  right  so*  to  select.  Now  if,  instead  of  telling 
the  clerk  indirectly  what  jurors  he  has  selected  as  competent 
to  serve,  by  certifying  to  a  copy  of  a  list  which  he  has  pre- 
pared and  on  file  in  his  own  office,  he  tells  the  clerk  directly 
who  the  jurors  selected  are,  by  simply  so  declaring ;  what 
substantial  difference  exists?  The  same  result,  the  selection 
of  jurors  competent  to  serve  and  the  indication  thereof  to 
the  clerk,  is  reached  ;  and  the  mere  form  of  the  communica- 
tion to  that  officer,  whether  indirectly,  by  certifying  to  a  list 
as  a  true  copy  of  a  list  of  names  selected,  or  directly,  by 
declaring  they  are  the  persons  chosen,  can  make  no  difference. 
In  this  case,  the  commissioner  of  jurors  had  told  the  clerk 
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directly,  who  were  liable  to  serve  as  jurors,  and  this  is 
apparent  from  the  form  of  the  certificate:  ''I  hereby 
certify  that  the  foregoing  list  of  2,651  names,  alphabeti- 
cally arranged  and  compared,  is  the  original  list  of  petit 
jurors  selected  by  me  for  the  county  of  New  York,  for 
the  jury  year  1875-76.  Thomas  Dunlap,  commissioner  of 
jurors."  The  object  of  the  certificate  prescribed  by  law,  is 
to  tell  the  county  clerk  who  the  jurors  are  whom  he  has 
selected.  Whether  he  does  that  by  sending  him  the  names, 
certifying  them  to  be  a  true  copy  of  the  list  on  file  in  his 
office,  or  whether  he  says  to  him,  in  so  many  words,  those  are 
the  names,  as  he  has  in  this  case,  can  make  no  substantial  dif- 
ference. As  the  clerk  of  the  county  had  in  his  office,  when 
the  selection  of  jurors  in  this  case  was  made,  lists  of  names 
whom  the  commissioner  of  jurors,  by  official  certificate,  had 
declared  competent  to  serve,  this  first  ground  of  challenge 
cannot  prevail. 

Second,  what  is  the  effect  of  summoning  only  twenty-three 
men,  whose  names  appear  on  the  lists  from  which  the  selection 
should  have  been  made,  and  whom  the  elisors  chose,  and  of 
one  additional  person,  George  W.  Southwick,  whose  name 
does  not  appear  on  the  list  to  which  the  choice  must  be 
limited,  and  whom  the  elisors  did  not,  in  fact,  so  desig- 
nate? The  plain  requirements  of  the  statute  are:  First, 
forty-eight  names  shall  be  chosen  from  the  lists  returned 
to  the  clerk's  office  by  the  elisors.  That  is  apparent  from  this 
provision  of  the  statute.  '^  At  the  time  appointed,  the  clerk 
of  the  county  shall  attend  at  his  office,  with  the  original 
list  of  the  jurors  returned  to  him  by  the  officers  of  the  several 
towns  who  are  then  liable  to  serve,  and  in  the  presence  of 
the  parties,  or  their  counsel,  shall  proceed  to  strike  a  jury,  as 
follows:  "  The  clerk"  (or  in  this  case  the  elisors)  "  shall  select 
from  such  lists  the  names  of  forty-eight  persons  whom  they 
shall  deem  most  indifferent  between  the  parties,  and  best 
qualified  to  try  such  cause."  It  will  be  observed  that  the 
derk  is  limited  in  his  choice  to  the  list  of  jurors  which  has 
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been  filed  in  the  clerk's  office.  Bat  in  regard  to  that  list  he 
must  exercise  his  judgment,  and  out  of  the  body  of  the  names 
he  must  select  the  forty-eight  persons  who,  in  his  opinion, 
are  ^'  the  most  indifferent  between  the  parties,  and  the  best 
qualified  to  try  such  cause,"  so  that  the  judgment  of  the 
clerk,  or  that  of  the  elisors,  if  the  act  be  performed  by  them, 
shall  be  upon  the  qualifications  of  every  juror  who  is  thus 
selected.  "  The  party  on  whose  application  such  struck  jury 
was  ordered,  or  his  attorney,  shall  then  strike  out  one  of  the 
said  names,  and  the  opposite  party,  or  his  counsel,  shall  strike 
out  another  of  said  names,  and  so  on,  alternately,  until  each 
party  shall  have  stricken  out  twelve  names."  The  necessary 
effect  of  which  is  that  there  must  be  twenty-four  names 
remaining  who  have  been  chosen  by  the  elisors,  or  by  the 
derk,  when  the  clerk  performs  that  duty. 

The  next  requirement  is  the  process  which  issues  to  the 
sheriff  which  shall  command  him  to  summon  the  identical 
twenty-four  men  who  have  thus  been  chosen.  I  use  the  word 
'^  process,"  because,  I  take  it,  the  certificate  or  list  that  is  to 
be  made  out  is  equivalent  to  a  process.  That  position 
depends  upon  this  provision  of  the  statute,  subdivision  4  of 
section  47 :  '^  The  clerk  shall  thereupon  make  out  a  list  of  the 
names  of  the  twenty-four  persons  not  struck  out,  and  certify 
the  same  to  be  the  persons  drawn  to  serve  as  jurors  pursuant  to 
the  order  of  the  court,  and  shall  deliver  such  lists,  so  certified, 
to  the  sheriff  of  the  county." 

The  succeeding  provision  of  the  statute  requires  the  sheriff 
to  summon  the  men,  and  those  only,  who  remain  after  the  right 
of  exclusion  has  been  exercised.  Section  49  declares  ^'  the 
sheriff  shall  summon  the  persons  whose  names  are  contained 
on  the  list  so  delivered  to  him  by  the  clerk,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  other  jurors  are  required  to  be  summoned,  and  shdl 
return  the  names  of  those  summoned  to  the  court  at  whidi 
they  are  required  to  appear  as  jurors.''  Tested  by  these 
rules,  the  process  for  the  jury  furnished  to  the  sheriff  is  radi- 
cally defective.    It  not  only  did  not  contain  names  all  of 
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ndiom  were  to  be  fonnd  npon  the  list  from  which  the  choice 
was  to  be  made,  but  it  had  a  more  radical  defect  than  that : 
it  did  not  contain  the  twenty-foar  names  npon  which  the 
judgment  of  the  elisors  had  been  exercised.  It  contained 
twenty-three  snch,  and  to  it  was  added  one,  George  W. 
Sonthwick,  never  chosen,  and  from  it  was  omitted  one  actually 
selected,  John  C.  Sonthwick,  confessedly  two  separate  and  dis- 
tinct persons,  and  both  of  whom  are  present.  When  the  process 
to  the  sheriff, which  shonld  have  contained  the  names  of  twenty- 
four  persons,  all  of  whom  had  been  selected  and  chosen,  includes 
the  names  of  only  twenty-three,  can  it  be  held  to  be  valid  ? 
And  when  the  sheriff  must  summon  the  persons  named  in 
the  process,  can  he  summon  any  others  ?  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  answer  to  these  questions  must  be  in  the  negative. 
The  challenge  to  the  array,  then,  must  be  sustained  npon  this 
ground ;  because,  first,  if  the  certificate  of  the  elisors  be  taken 
as  the  evidence  of  their  choice,  twenty-four  men  have  not 
been  chosen  as  the  law  directed  ;  and,  second,  if  the  certificate 
of  the  elisors  be  not  the  sole  evidence  of  such  choice  —  but  we 
may  resort,  as  the  counsel  for  the  plain tiffs^insist,  to  the  evi- 
dence of  the  parties  who  made  the  selection  —  then  the  process 
or  authority  for  the  summoning  was  defective,  because  it  did 
not  direct  the  summoning  of  the  persons  chosen.  In  other 
words,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  this  simple  proposition,  that 
where  the  law  requires  a  venire  to  issue  for  twenty-four  men, 
and  the  process  shall  issue  for  only  twenty-three  men,  that 
the  process  will  be  invalid  ;  and  when  the  statute  directs  a 
process  to  issue  to  the  sheriff  to  summon  the  men  whom  the 
elisors  have  chosen,  and  the  process  issues  not  to  summon  the 
men  whom  they  have  chosen,  but  to  summon  only  a  part  of 
those  men,  twenty-three  of  them,  and  one  other  person,  that 
then  the  law  is  not  pursued.  For,  if  the  process  can  issue  to 
summon  only  twenty-three  of  the  men  whom  they  have 
chosen,  it  may  issue  to  summon  only  twelve  of  those  men 
and  twelve  other  men,  so  that  the  non-compliance  with  the 
statute  in  this  case  becomes  matter  of  substance. 
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In  disposing  of  the  questions  which  the  challenge  involves, 
I  have  not  overlooked  the  importance  of  this  cause,  nor  the 
desirability  of  an  early  and  a  speedy  trial.  A  result  which 
will  be  such,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  can  only  be  reached  by 
conforming  to  plain  rules  of  law,  and  a  well  defined  course 
of  procedure.  A  delay  of  a  few  days  is  better  for  all  than  a 
very  much  longer  one,  which,  when  resulting  from  erroneous 
procedure,  is  sure  to  be  inflicted. 

I  will  further  state,  in  regard  to  the  case,  that  I  will  con- 
tinue it  upon  the  calendar,  enabling  the  counsel  for  the  people 
to  make  such  motion  as  they  please  for  relieving  themselves  of 
this  particular  difficulty,  if  they  feel  so  disposed. 

Mr,  Carter :  If  your  honor  pleases,  we  have  listened  with 
attention  to  the  reasons  given  upon  which  your  honor  comes 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  challenge  to  the  array  must  be 
allowed  upon  the  last  ground.  We  had,  of  course,  considered 
that  question  ourselves,  as  well  as  we  could  have  heretofore 
considered  it,  and  our  conclusions  were  somewhat  different. 
Of  course  we  are  bound  to  acquiesce  in  the  decision  of  your 
honor,  and  duly  Ippreciate  those  considerations  which  your 
honor  has  stated,  to  the  effect  that  it  is  far  better  that  we 
should  proceed  with  sure  accuracy  in  every  successive 
step  of  this  case  —  far  better  for  the  final  result.  At  the 
same  time,  of  course,  it  is  a  misfortune  to  go  thus  far 
through  the  work  of  assembling  a  special  jury  for  the 
purpose  of  trying  this  case,  and  find  that  the  effort  has 
proved  abortive.  We  had,  ourselves,  supposed  that  if  there 
should  be  found  any  serious  defect  in  the  circumstance 
that  the  name  of  George  W.  Southwick  had  found  its  place 
upon  the  list  of  jurors  selected,  that  the  difficulty  would  be 
easily  cured  by  an  exercise  of  the  power  of  amendment,  which 
the  court  possesses.  Tour  honor  has  not  considered  that 
question,  nor  do  we  now  ask  you  to  consider  it,  not  at  this 
present  moment.  But  in  answer  to  the  suggestions  which 
have  been  made  by  your  honor,  to  the  effect  that  but  twenty- 
three  names  of  those  on  the  list  furnished  by  the  county 
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clerk  were  selected,  and  that  the  name  of  a  person  i|ot  on 
tliat  list  was  selected  in  order  to  make  np  the  twenty-four, 
the  suggestion  which  we  desire  to  make  is  this,  the  real  per- 
son selected  by  the  elisors,  intended  to  be  selected  by  them, 
was  John  C.  Southwick. 

The  Court :  I  think  you  misunderstood  me ;  I  didn't  say 
that.  I  said  that  if  the  list  delivered  to  the  sherifiE,  and 
from  which  the  sheriff  summoned  the  jury,  and  which  was 
his  authority  for  summoning  it,  is  to  be  the  sole  evidence  of 
the  choice  of  the  elisors,  then  it  contains  only  twenty-three 
names  who  can  be  found  upon  the  libt  from  which  the  choice 
was  required  to  be  made.  I  further  said  that  if  we  could 
look  outside  of  the  list  for  the  choice  of  the  elisors,  and  take 
their  evidence  as  to  what  persons  they  chose,  then  the  pro- 
cess which  went  to  the  sheriff  was  defective,  because  it  did 
not  contain  what  the  statute  required,  the  names  of  the  per- 
sons whom  the  elisors  chose. 

Mr.  Carter:  I  didn't  quite  correctly  state  to  your  honor, 
in  repeating  your  suggestions,  what  you  had  suggested. 
Nevertheless,  I  substantially  so  understood  it,  and  the  defect 
in  the  process  to  the  sheriff  which  yoar  honor  thus  indicates 
has  seemed  to  us  to  be  one  easily  cured  by  an  amendment. 
That  is  to  say,  if,  by  an  amendment  of  that  process,  we  can 
now  secure  that  which  the  elisors  evidently  intended  should 
be  done,  and  that  which  they  supposed  they  had  done,  and 
that  which  would  have  been  done  if  the  name  of  Southwick 
had  been  written  John  C.  inltead  of  George  W.,  if  we  can 
now  secure  that  end,  why,  it  has  seemed  to  us  that  the  mode 
of  securing  it  by  an  amendment  is  one  which  is  within  the 
ordinary  powers  of  the  court.  But  I  only  make  that  sugges- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  making  another,  and  that  is  this,  we 
don't  wish  to  make  that  application  now  to  your  honor  for 
an  amendment.  It  is  enough  for  us  to  know  that  your  honor 
is  not  in  favor  of  it  at  present,  and  we  must  consider  the 
viewfr  of  an  independent  mind,  examining  the  question  as 
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your  honor  does,  as  of  far  more  weight  and  valne  than  any 
consideration  of  ours. 

The  Court:  I  will  state  to  the  counsel,  also,  that  this 
opinion  and  conclusion  which  I  have  reached,  I  have  sub- 
mitted to  several  of  my  brethren,  and  they  concur  with  nie 
fully  in  my  opinion. 

Mr.  Ca/rter :  That  is  an  additional  reason  why  we  should 
acquiesce  in  it  without  any  further  discnssion. 

The  Court :  Some  of  them  authorized  me  so  to  state  this 
morning. 

Mr,  Carter :  At  the  same  time,  the  suggestion  which  my 
associate  desired  me  to  make  to  your  honor  was  this,w^hether 
there  wonld  be  any  objection  to  adjourning  the  case  over 
until  to-morrow  morning,  and  allow  us,  in  the  mean  time,  to 
consider,  more  fully,  the  question  whether  we  would  apply 
for  an  amendment  or  not. 

The  Court:  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carter :  If,  upon  giving  the  matter  the  beet  consid- 
eration we  can  in  the  mean  time,  we  consider  it  would  be  too 
hazardous,  then  let  the  panel  be  quashed. 

The  Court:  I  won't  make  any  final  order  quashing  the 
panel  until  to-morrow  morning.  I  was  a  little  late  this 
morning,  because  I  was  up  until  late  last  night  investigating 
the  question  submitted  to  me. 

Mr.  Carter:  We  are  very  much  obliged  to  your  honor 
for  the  consideration  you  have  ffiven  the  case. 

Mr.  Dudley  Field:  We  are  even  more  grateful. 

Adjonmed  to  January  6,  1876,  at  10.30  a.  m. 
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SUPREME  OOTJRT. 

The  Pboplb  of  the  State  of  New  Yobe  agt  Williaic  M. 

Tweed  and  another. 

The  written  name$  qf  the  iPniekjury  chosen  by  ihe  eUeore  eannot  he  ehomgtd 

or  altered  ofUr  theUetie  completed. 

llie  statute  provides  that  the  elisors  shall  select  forty-eight  names 
from  the  original  list  of  jurors  returned  to  the  clerk.  From  this  list 
each  party  may  strike  off  alternately,  twelve  names ;  leaving  twenty- 
four  Jurors,  from  which  the  regular  panel  of  twelve  is  to  be  drawn  for 
the  ^al  of  the  cause. 

If  the  elisors,  in  selecting  the  forty-eight  names,  make  a  mistake  as  to  the 
christian  name  of  one  of  them,  and  the  mistake  is  not  discovered  until 
the  list  is  completed,  and  it  turns  out  that  the  name  selected  and  entered 
by  the  elisors  represents  a  competent  juror  by  that  name,  the  sheriff  has 
no  authority  to  summon  the  person  intended  to  be  chosen  by  the  elisors, 
nor  hag  the  court  any  authority  to  substitute  the  person  intended  for 
the  one  actually  drawn.  The  mistake  presents  good  ground  for  chal- 
lenge to  the  array. 

UTew  York  Circuity  JoAiuary  12, 1876. 

A  DECISION  Laving  been  rendered  apon  the  challenge  to  the 
array  of  the  struck  jury  in  this  cause,  made  by  the  counsel  for 
the  defendant,  Tweed,  which  holds  that  such  challenge  must 
be  sustained  upon  the  ground,  mainly,  that  the  list  of  jurors 
summoned  by  the  sheriff  contains  only  twenty-three  who 
have  been  selected  and  approved  by  the  elisors,  and  one  who 
was  not  so  selected  or  approved ;  a  motion  is  now  made  to 
correct  the  list  of  names  by  erasing  therefrom  the  name  of 
George  W.  Southwick,  the  juror  not  selected,  and  putting  in 
Vol.  L  36 
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its  stead  the  name  of  John  C.  South  wick,  the  individual  who 
was  chosen. 

Wheeler  H.  Peckham  c&  James  C.  Carter^  for  plaintifiFs. 

David  DvMey  Fields  and  oiherSj  for  Mr.  Tweed. 

Westbrook,  J.  —  As  the  name  George  W.  South  wick  was 
upon  the  original  list  of  forty-eight  names,  the  objection  to 
the  application  now  made,  which  at  once  strikes  the  mind,  is, 
that  if  it  be  granted,  the  defendant  has  been  deprived  of  his 
opportunity  to  strike  the  name  of  the  juror,  who  is,  by  the 
amendment,  made  one  of  the  twenty-four  persons  from  whom 
the  jury  must  be  taken,  from  the  original  list  of  forty-eight 
from  which,  by  the  striking  off  by  each  party  of  twelve 
names,  as  allowed  by  statute,  the  twenty-four  have  been 
selected.  It  will  at  once  be  seen  that  this  involves  a  substan- 
tial right  of  the  defendant.  John  C.  Southwick  and  George 
W.  Southwick  being  as  distinct  individuals,  both  having  an 
actual  existence,  as  Messrs.  Field  and  Peckham,  the  defend- 
ant might  have  great  objections  to  the  former  (John  0.)  and 
none  to  the  latter  (George  W.).  If  the  name  of  the  former 
had  appeared  upon  the  original  list  of  forty-eight  names,  his 
might  have  been  the  first  one  stricken  therefrom  by  the 
defendant  under  his  absolute  right  to  object  to  twelve  out  of 
such  forty-eight. 

The  argument,  however,  which  the  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiffs make  in  favor  of  the  motion  is  quite  plausible,  and 
worthy  of  careful  attention.  It  concedes  to  the  defendant 
the  right  of  selection  of  twelve  persons  who  shall  be  stricken 
from  the  forty-eight  chosen ;  the  necessity  of  his  knowing 
the  individuals  who  are  selected  to  compose  the  forty-eight, 
in  order  to  intelligently  exercise  his  choice  of  excluding 
twelve ;  but  it  claims  that  such  choice  was  exercised,  as  to 
the  individual  whom  the  name  of  John  C.  Southwick  actually 
represents.     To  prove  this,  certain  affidavits  are  presented, 
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and  the  evidence  of  the  elisors  given  upon  the  trial  of  the 
challenge  is  referred  to  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the 
counsel  for  the  defendant  knew  who  the  Mr.  Southwick  was 
who  was  erroneously  represented  as  being  George  "W".,  and 
not  truly  stated  by  the  name  of  John  C.  It  is  said  that  he 
was  orally  described  as  the  partner  of  Jackson  S.  Schultz,  and 
a  leather  merchant  in  *'  the  swamp,"  and  that  that  was  better 
information  as  to  the  individuality  of  the  juror  than  the 
christian  name. 

It  is  very  obvious,  however,  that  this  line  of  evidence  and 
argument  must  al\^ays  bo  unsatisfactory  and  unsafe.  If 
actual  conversation  with  the  counsel  was  shown  to  have  taken 
place,  and  from  their  words  it  would  clearly  appear  that  they 
knew  who  the  man  was  in  regard  to  whom  they  were  to 
exercise  their  judgment  of  approval  or  disapproval,  we  might 
proceed  and  be  sure  that  the  individual  selected  was  known, 
though  he  was  given  a  wrong  name.  But  no  such  conver- 
sation is  shown  to  have  taken  place,  and  I  am  asked  to  say 
that  I  can  surely,  with  correctness,  draw  the  conclusion  that 
they  knew  the  individual  selected,  because  certain  things 
were  spoken  in  their  hearing  which  would  indicate  that  the 
written  name  was  not  the  choice  of  tlie  elisors.  The  uncer- 
tainty of  such  a  conclusion  being  right  is  most  manifest.  The 
stenographer,  Mr.  Underbill,  who  undertook  to  take  notes  of 
all  that  was  said,  testified  that,  owing  to  the  confusion 
in  the  room,  he  could  not  say  he  had  recorded  all.  If 
he  did  not  hear  every  word,  can  I  be  sure  counsel  did? 
And  can  I  be  so  sure,  in  view  of  the  positive  affidavits  sub- 
mitted by  defendant's  counsel,  that  they  did  not  understand 
the  Mr.  Southwick  selected  was  the  partner  of  Mr.  Schultz  ? 
But  suppose  the  remark  as  to  the  juror,  that  he  was  the  busi- 
ness partner  of  Mr.  Schultz,  was  heard,  on  again  looking  at 
the  name  and  a  consultation  of  a  directory  they  conclude 
that  the  elisor  is  mistaken  as  to  the  man,  and  that  he  is  not 
the  partner  of  Mr.  Schultz,  but  on  the  contrary  a  very  diflPer- 
ent  individual,  when  the  written  information  is  one  way  and 
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the  verbal  the  other,  what  is  the  party  to  do !  Can  he  do 
otherwise  than  rest  upon  the  written  evidence  before  him  I 
And  if  he  does,  and  the  court  now  holds  that  he  erred,  and 
should  have  taken  the  uttered  descriptive  words  rather  than 
the  writing,  has  not  the  party  been  misled  to  his  prejudice 
by  the  contradictory  statements  of  the  court's  own  officers} 
Or  suppose  again,  t^t  the  elisors  did  distinctly  say,  and  were 
distinctly  understood  as  saying,  that  the  Mr.  Southwick  upon 
their  list  was  the  business  partner  of  Mr.  Schultz,  and  a 
leather  merchant  in  ^^  the  swamp,"  such  information  is  not 
necessarily  inconsistent  with  his  being  George  W.  South- 
wick. Knowing,  or  being  informed  as  to  the  individual 
whom  the  name  represented,  counsel  might  say :  We  will 
accept  that  man  whom  the  name  indicates,  though  he  is  Mr. 
Schultz's  partner.  They  are  not  told  by  any  words  which 
negative  the  expression  of  the  choice,  as  indicated  by  the 
list  before  them,  that  Mr.  George  W.  Southwick  is  not  the 
man  chosen,  but  are  simply  told  of  his  business  connection 
and  occupation.  The  written  name  and  the  spoken  words 
do  not  necessarily  conflict,  and  I  cannot  say  that,  in  exercis- 
ing the  choice  of  exdnsion,  the  counsel  for  defendant  acted 
upon  the  knowledge  that  George  W.  Southwick  was  in  &ct 
John  0.  Southwick. 

A  careful  reading  of  the  statutes  (2  Edmondi  StaitUeSj 
436),  however,  will  show  that  no  resort  can  be  had  to 
extrinsic  evidence  to  prove  what  persons  are  selected. 
There  must,  of  course,  be  the  mental  operation  of  the  elisors  in 
the  selection,  and  the  indication  to  the  parties  of  the  result  of 
such  mental  operati<Hi,  and  the  mode  of  such  indication  is  the 
written  name.  By  the  forty-eighth  section,  from  the  original 
jury  list  Yetnmed  to  the  clerk,  the  elisors  were  to  choose 
^Hhe  names  of  forty-eight  persons  whom  they  shall  deem 
most  indifferent  between  the  parties  and  the  beet  qualified 
to  try  such  cause."  By  subdivision  2  of  same  section, 
it  is  further  declared  that  the  party  applying  for  the  struck 
jury  <^  shall  then  first  strike  out  one  of  said  names,  and  the 
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opposite  party  or  his  agent  shall  strike  out  another  of  sach 
names;  so  alternately,  until  each  party  shall  have  stricken 
out  twelre  names."  The  third  subdivision  of  the  section 
provides  that,  if  either  party  fails  to  appear,  '^  or  shall  neglect 
to  strike  out  any  names  according  to  the  foregoing  pro- 
yidons,"  the  derk  shall  strike  for  such  party.  The  fourth 
subdivision  of  same  section  provides  for  making  a  list  oi 
^  the  names  of  the  twenty-four  persons  not  stricken  out," 
and  a  certificate  that  they  compose  the  persons  drawn  to 
serve  as  jurors,  and  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  sherifE.  The 
forty-ninth  section  provides :  ^^  The  sheriff  shall  summon  the 
persons  whose  names  are  contained  in  the  list  so  delivered  to 
him  by  the  derk,  in  the  same  manner  as  other  jurors  are 
required  to  be  summoned,  and  shall  return  the  names  of  those 
summoned  to  the  court  at  which  they  are  required  to  appear 
as  jurors." 

To  my  mind  the  language  of  the  statute  is  conclusive,  the 
evidence  of  the  choice  of  the  elisors  is  the  written  name, 
and  the  thought  is  expressed  in  every  section.  It  is  really 
the  only  practical  mode  of  doing  so.  Hold  that  the  written 
name  may  be  explained  away,  and  what  safety  has  a  party ! 
In  this  particular  instance,  from  the  character  of  the  elisors, 
we  entertain  no  doubt  as  to  the  absolute  truth  of  their  state- 
ment, but  the  precedent,  if  made,  will  be  a  most  dangerous 
one  for  the  future. 

The  case  of  Qanson  agt.  The  Oity  of  Buffalo  (1  Keyes^  454), 
is  not  the  one  with  which  we  have  to  deal.  Commissioners 
had  been  appointed  to  appraise  lands  required  for  city  use. 
'^  The  original  order  named  Joseph  O.  Hoyt  as  one  of  the 
commissioners.  Under  that  order  James  O.  Hoyt  took  the 
oath  of  ofSce  prescribed  for  the  commissioners,  and  acted  as 
such,  and  made  and  signed  the  report,  which  was  confirmed. 
It  is  dear  that  he  was  the  person  intended,  and  who  acted, 
and  who  was,  in  fact,  the  person  appointed.  There  is  no 
evidence  in  the  case  that  there  was  any  such  person  as  Joseph 
G.  Hoyt,  and  it  appearing  to  the  court,  who  made  the  order 
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appointing  the  commissioners,  that  the  writing  of  the  word 
Joseph  in  the  place  of  James  was  a  clerical  error  made  by  the 
clerk  thereof,  and  that  James  G.  Hojt  was  the  person  actu- 
ally appointed,  it  was  competent  for  the  coart  to  amend  the 
order  in  accordance  with  the  facts."  I  have  given  the  lan- 
guage of  judge  Davies  in  that  ease  to  show  the  ground  on 
which  it  was  put,  and  its  inapplicability  here.  If  there  was 
no  such  person  as  George  W.  Southwick,  and  John  0.  South* 
wick  had  been  accepted  by  all  as  being  the  former,  and  had 
acted  and  served  without  objection  under  the  name  of  George 
W.,  there  would  be  no  difficulty.  There  being  no  objection 
at  the  proper  time,  it  would  be  waived.  But  we  have  a 
George  W.  Southwick  as  well  as  a  John  C.  Southwick,  and  I 
am  asked  to  say  upon  evidence,  that  the  elisors  intended  the 
latter,  and  not  the  former,  and  that  such  intention  was  known 
to  the  counsel  of  the  defendant,  when  they  exercised  their 
choice  of  selection  as  to  names  being  stricken  out ;  and  to  find 
thai;  they  did  so  understand  it,  when  on  oath  they  aver  to  the 
contraiy.  I  have  already  alluded  to  the  danger  of  so  finding 
upon  the  evidence  before  me,  but  the  difficulty  is  greater  than 
that.  The  statute  makes  the  evidence  of  the  choice,  and  the 
indication  thereof  to  the  parties,  the  written  name.  That  is 
the  record  evidence,  and  were  declarations  altering  or  qualify- 
ing it  allowed,  there  would  be  endless  confusion  and  trouble 
as  well  as  great  danger  of  fraud  and  mistake. 

Neither  can  the  offer  of  counsel  for  plaintiffs  to  perempto- 
rily challenge  John  0.  Southwick,  if  defendant's  counsel  so 
desire,  help  the  motion.  The  effect  of  that  would  be  to 
abridge  the  panel  by  one  name,  when  the  statute  contem- 
plates twenty-four  from  which  to  choose  the  twelve.  The 
effect  of  granting  the  motion  to  amend  because  of  the  ten- 
dered stipulation  to  challenge  John  C.  Southwick,  is  equiva- 
lent to  compelling  the  defendant  to  accept  twenty-three 
names  instead  of  the  statute  number  of  twenty-four,  from 
which  the  jury  to  try  the  cause  is  to  be  chosen.  The  state- 
ment of  the  proposition  is  the  best  answer  to  be  madje^ 
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In  denying  this  application  of  the  counsel  of  the  plaintiffs, 
no  ifbssible  imputation  is  made  upon  their  skill,  learning  and 
care.  They  are  in  no  wise  responsible  for  the  error.  They 
had  a  right  to  assume  that  the  elisors  had  selected  every 
name  from  the  general  jury  list  as  they  were  ordered  to  do ; 
and  they  certainly  could  not  know  that  the  elisors  meant,  in 
the  case  of  one  individual,  some  otlier  person  than  the  one 
who  was  indicated  by  the  name  which  they  themselves  wrote. 
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BUPKEME  COURT. 

No.  8. 

Thb  Pboplb  of  the  State  of  New  Toek  agt.  "Wm.  H. 
TwEJSD— Cause  No.  2,  commarUA/  caUed  "  The  one  milUcn 

Deoisim  denying  chdUerige  to  the  a/rray  cf  a  struck  jury, 

A  challenge  to  the  array  of  a  struck  Jury  cannot  be  sostained,  on  lie 
ground, 

First.  That  the  various  lists  of  jurors  returned  to  the  clerk's  office  of 
the  county  were  imperfect,  because  the  commissioner  of  jurors  had  n»t, 
when  this  Jury  was  selected,  made  lists  of  jurors  whom  he  had  a^judg^ 
competent  and  liable  to  serve,  as  he  was  required  to  do  by  chapter  4S, 
of  the  laws  of  1847. 

Second.  Because  the  elisors  have  placed  upon  the  list  of  names  sundiy 
individuals  who  had  been  stricken,  some  by  the  plaintiff  and  others  bj 
the  defendant,  from  the  list  made  by  them  in  the  first  cause. 

Third,  Because  among  the  twenty-four  names  is  one  Jolin  H.  CasweU, 
who,  on  the  29th  day  of  October,  1875,  was  exempted  by  the  commis- 
sioner of  jurors  from  Jury  duty. 

This  act  of  the  commissioner,  however,  was  subsequent  to  the  making  and 
filing  of  the  list  of  jurors  in  the  clerk's  office,  upon  which  he  was 
returned  as,  and  adjudged  to  be  liable  to  serve  as,  a  juror  ;  and  the  name 
was  on  the  list  of  jurors  from,  which  the  selection  was  to  be  made. 

Fourth,  Because  the  name  of  William  P.  Douglass,  whose  name  is  also 
on  the  panel  returned,  has  a  domicile  in  the  county  of  Queens,  votes 
there,  and  has  done  jury  duty  there. 

The  name  of  Mr.  Douglass  was  upon  the  list  returned  to  the  clerk's  office, 
and  was  taken  therefrom  in  obedience  to  the  mandate  of  the  struck 
jury  act  Even  if  he  had  a  right  to  be  excused  when  called  as  a  juror, 
tills  would  not  render  the  whole  panel  a  nullity. 

Fiifth,  Because  the  list  of  jurors  selected  to  try  this  cause  has,  and  the 
original  one  of  forty-eight  names  had,  one  written  Julius  W.  Catlin, 
whereas  the  name  upon  the  general  jury  list  is  correctly  written  Julius 
Catlin,  Jr. 

There  is  but  one  Catlin,  whose  christian  name  is  Julius;  and  the  law  is 
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well  settled  that  there  is  only  one  christian  name  recognized,  and  the 
giving  wrongly,  or  the  failure  to  give  a  second,  is  no  error. 

New  York  Circuity  January  12, 1876. 

Challenge  to  the  array  of  the  struck  jury. 

D.  D.  Fidd  &  Fidd  <&  DeyOy  for  challeDge  and  defendant. 

James  C.  Carter  <&  Wheeler  H.  Peckaniy  for  plaintiflfe 
and  opposed. 

Webtbbook,  J. — The  yarions  objections  which  have  been 
stated  in  support  of  the  challenge  presented  by  the  counsel 
of  the  defendant  will  be  considered  in  the  order  of  their 
presentation. 

First  It  is  objected  that  the  varioos  lists  of  jurors  returned 
to  the  clerk's  office  of  the  county  were  imperfect,  because  the 
commissioner  of  jurors  had  not,  when  this  jury  was  selected, 
made  lists  of  jurors  whom  he  had  adjudged  competent  and 
liable  to  serve,  as  he  was  required  to  do  by  chapter  495  of 
the  Laws  of  1847.  This  ground  of  challenge  was  fully 
examined  by  me  in  the  attempt  to  obtain  a  jury  for  the  trial 
of  the  former  action,  and  was  then  found  to  be  insufficient. 
To  the  opinion  then  pronounced  reference  is  made  for  the 
reasons  which  induced  me  to  hold  it  invalid.  Subsequent 
reflection  has  only  oonfirmed  the  conclusions  then  reached, 
that  the  act  providing  for  a  struck  jury  requires  the  selection 
of  forty-eight  names  from  these  lists,  and  when  that  has  been 
done  the  law  is  complied  with ;  that  the  laws  providing  for 
the  selection  and  return  to  the  clerk's  office  of  the  names  of 
persons  qualified  to  serve  as  jurors,  have  been  repeatedly  held 
{seey  among  other  oasesy  People  agt.  Frieryy  2  Abhotfs  Court 
of  Appeals  Casesy  227;^  People  agt.  Bansomy  7  WendMy 
424),  were  directory  and  not  mandatory ;  and  that  if  such 
laws  require  a  perfect  list  of  jurors  to  be  made  and  returned 
to  the  clerk's  office,  they  would  then  defeat  all  trials,  as  such 
a  list,  in  the  very  nature  of  things,  is  impossible. 
Vol.  L        80 
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Second.  It  is  urged  that  the  panel  should  be  quashed 
because  the  elisors  have  placed  upon  the  list  of  names  sundry 
individuals  who  had  been  stricken,  some  by  the  plaintiff  and 
others  by  the  defendant,  from  the  list  made  by  them  in  the 
first  cause.  To  the  elisors  was  committed  (2  Edmondi  Stat- 
utesyp.  435,  sec.  48),  the  right  to  judge.  They  are  required 
to  select  from  the  general  jury  lists,  filed  in  the  clerk's  oflSce, 
such  names  as  they  "  shall  deem  most  indifferent  between  the 
parties,  and  best  qualified  to  try  such  cause."  The  right  of 
selection  being  confided  to  them,  and  the  concession  being 
made,  as  it  is,  that  these  gentlemen  were  honest  in  its  exer- 
cise, I  know  of  no  mode,  so  long  as  the  law  does  not  forbid 
the  act,  by  which  the  whole  panel  can  be  set  aside  for  a  mis- 
take of  judgment  in  regard  to  several  of  the  individuals 
selected.  A  challenge  to  the  array  can  only  be  maintained 
on  the  ground  of  partiality  or  bias  in  the  officers  choosing 
them ;  or  for  such  a  departure  from  the  letter  of  the  statute 
as  will  nullify  the  whole  choice.  If  men  who  ought  not  to 
sit  as  jurors  in  the  cause  are  selected,  the  objection  to  each 
must  be  made  when  called ;  and  errors  of  judgment,  if  there 
be  such,  may  then  be  corrected.  It  may  not  be  improper 
further  to  observe  that  a  jnror  may  be  incompetent  to  try 
one  issue  between  parties,  and  yet  perfectly  competent  to  try 
another ;  and  that  a  mere  objection  to  an  individual  in  one 
case,  from  serving  as  a  juror,  is  not  necessarily  one  to  the 
same  person  when  called  to  act  as  a  juror  in  another  action 
between  the  same  parties,  for  the  issues  may  be  radically  dif- 
ferent, and  the  personal  dislike  on  one  day  may  vanish  when 
some  days  elapse  between  the  selection,  as  they  have,  in  fact^ 
intervened  in  the  present  instance. 

Third.  It  is  claimed  that  the  whole  jury  should  be  dis- 
charged, because  among  the  twenty-four  names  is  one  —  John 
H.  Caswell  —  who,  on  the  twenty-ninth  day  of  October, 
1875,  was  exempted  by  the  commissioner  of  jurors  from  juiy 
duty.  This  act  of  the  commissioner,  however,  was  subse- 
quent to  the  making  and  filing  of  the  list  of  jurors  in  the 
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clerk's  office,  upon  which  he  was  returned  as,  and  adjudged 
to  be  liable  to  serve  as,  a  juror.  As  the  name  was  upon  the 
list  of  jurors  from  which  the  selection  was  to  be  made,  I  do 
not  see  how  this  objection  can  prevail.  The  true  construction 
of  section  48  ( 2  EdmoncU?  Sta  tutes,  page  435 ),  does  not 
require,  in  my  judgment,  the  list  of  jurors  who  are  then 
liable  to  serve  to  be  accurate,  for  if  it  did,  it  being  hardly 
possible  to  suppose  that  among  over  6,000  competent  names 
to-day  they  would  all  be  competent  to-morrow,  or  next  week, 
there  would  never  be  a  struck  jury.  The  section,  it  seems  to 
me,  simply  means  that  the  selection  of  the  forty-eight  names 
shall  be  from  among  those  whom  "  the  original  list  of  the 
jurors  returned  to  him  "  shall  show  "  are  then  liable  to  serve." 
If  it  means  any  thing  more,  the  law  is  impossible  to  execute, 
and  no  construction  accomplishing  such  a  result  should  pre- 
vail, when  another,  capable  of  being  fairly  made,  will  give 
to  it  efficacy  and  life. 

Fourth.  The  facts  that  William  P.  Douglass,  whose  name 
is  also  upon  the  panel  returned,  has  a  domicile  in  the  county 
of  Queens,  votes  there,  and  has  done  jury  duty  there,  are 
urged  as  showing  him  to  be  not  liable  to  serve  as  a  juror  in 
this  county.  The  name  of  Mr.  Douglass  was  upon  the  list 
returned  to  the  clerk's  office,  and  as  it  was  taken  therefrom  in 
obedience  to  the  mandate  of  the  struck  jury  act,  this  objection 
cannot  set  aside  the  entire  panel.  It  may  be  ground  of 
objection  to  him  when  called,  or  an  excuse  to  be  presented 
by  himself,  but  his  right  to  be  excused  cannot  render  the 
entire  selection  a  nullity.  But  there  is  another  answer  to 
this  objection.  An  individual  may  have  two  residences, 
though  he  can  have  but  a  single  domicile.  Queens  county  is 
the  domicile  of  Mr.  Douglass,  and  he  resides  there,  but  he 
also  resides  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  as  he  expressly 
swears  that  "  for  the  greater  part  of  the  time  between  the 
first  day  of  October  and  thirtieth  day  of  June  thereafter  " 
he  has,  for  several  years,  resided  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
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by  the  express  terms  of  section  4  of  chapter  639  of  the  Laws 
of  1870)  he  becomes  liable  to  serve  as  a  jur<^  here. 

Fifth.  The  list  of  jurors  selected  to  try  this  cause  has,  and 
the  original  one  of  forty-eight  names  had,  one  written  Julius 
W.  Catlin,  whereas  the  name  upon  the  general  jury  list  is 
correctly  written  Julius  Catlin,  Jr.,  and  this  discrepancy  in 
the  name  is  urged  as  fatal  to  the  panel.  It  is  true  that,  upon 
the  former  challenge,  when  it  appeared  that  there  were  two 
individuals  bearing  the  name  of  Southwick,  one  of  them  was 
truly  called  George  W.  and  the  other  John  0.  Southwick,  I 
held  that  the  written  name  was  the  only  evidence  by  which 
the  person  selected  could  be  known,  and  to  that  decision  I 
adhere  ;  but  there  is  only  one  Catlin,  whose  christian  name 
is  Julius,  and  I  am  asked  to  hold  that,  because  he  was  errone- 
ously given  a  middle  letter  (  W.)  when  he  had  none,  and  the 
description  of  "  Jr."  was  omitted,  that  the  individual  was 
not  properly  designated.  It  will  also  be  remembered  that 
there  is  no  claim  now  made,  as  there  was  in  the  former  case, 
that  the  party  was  in  any  wise  misled.  He  does  not  urge 
that  he  did  not  know  the  man  as  well  by  the  name  as  writ- 
ten as  he  would  have  known  him  if  it  had  been  written  with 
the  "  W."  omitted  and  the  "  Jr."  added.  As  the  law  is  well 
settled,  in  cases  so  numerous  as  to  make  their  citation  unneces- 
sary, that  there  is  only  one  christian  name  recognized,  and 
the  giving  wrongly,  or  the  failure  to  give  a  second,  is  no 
error ;  and  that  the  word  "junior  "  is  no  part  of  a  name,  and 
its  addition  or  absence  no  misnomer,  I  do  not  see  that  I  can 
hold  that  any  error  has  been  committed.  If  there  were  two 
persons  bearing  the  name  of  Catlin,  one  known  as  Julius 
Catlin,  Jr.,  and  the  other  as  Julius  W.  Catlin,  and  the  party 
claimed  he  had  been  misled,  the  case  might  be  different 
As  there  is  only  one  Julius  Catlin,  and  he  has  been  sum- 
moned and  attends,  and  as  the  parties  knew  him  when  the 
right  of  exclusion  was  exercised,  despite  the  addition  to  the 
name  of  the  "  W."  and  the  omission  of  the  "junior,"  I  fail 
to  see  how  this  point  can  prevail. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  286 

Peojde  agt.  Tweed. 

I  have  endeavored  to  give  the  qnestions  raised,  and  which 
connsel  had  both  a  moral  and  legal  right  to  make,  my  best 
consideration,  and  the  views  expressed  are  the  resnlts  of  my 
best  judgment.  The  challenge  to  the  array  of  jurors  is,  for 
the  reasons  given,  overruled. 
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No.  4. 

The  People,  &o.,  agt  William  M.  Tweed  and  others. 

Power  cfthe  court  to  order  talesmen  to  fflU  a  struck  jury. 

Under  the  statute,  this  court  possesses  the  same  power  to  order  the  sum- 
moning of  talesmen  to  complete  the  panel  of  a  struck  jury,  that  it  has 
in  the  case  of  a  common  jury. 

Where  it  appears  that  the  sheriff  is  a  party  in  interest  in  the  action, 
although  not  of  record,  a  coroner  will  be  ordered  to  summon  the  tales 
jurors. 

New  York  Circuity  January  18,  1876  —  Cauae  2. 

Motion  to  eummon  talesmen  to  fill  the  two  vacancies  in 
the  Tweed  jury. 

Wheeler  H.  PecJcham  ds  James  C.  Carter^  for  plaintifis. 

David  Dudley  Field  <&  Field  cfe  Deyo^  for  defendants. 

Westbeook,  J. — By  the  order  of  the  court,  a  special  jury 
was  summoned  for  the  trial  of  tliis  cause.  Of  the  twenty- 
four  jurors  selected  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  our 
statutes  in  regard  to  a  struck  jury,  three  were  unable  to 
serve  in  consequence  of  illness,  one  was  incompetent  by 
reason  of  non-residence,  another  was  exempted  by  holding 
an  oflSce  under  the  general  government,  the  duties  of  which 
required  his  present  time ;  seven,  upon  examination,  were 
found  to  be  incompetent  on  account  of  previously  formed 
opinions,  and  two  were  challenged  peremptorily  by  the  de- 
fendant, thus  leaving  only  ten  jurors  who  are  competent  to 
serve  as  such.  The  plaintiff  now  moves  for  the  summoning 
of  talesmen,  that  two  additional  jurors  to  complete  the  panel 
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of  twelve  may  be  obtained.  To  this  the  counsel  for  Mr. 
Tweed  object,  upon  the  ground  that  the  proceeding  to  try 
the  cause  by  a  special  or  struck  jury  must  fail  unless  the  en- 
tire twelve  can  be  obtained  from  the  twenty-four  selected  for 
that  purpose.  The  objection  is  based  principally  upon  section 
50,  of  the  title  of  which  the  special  jury  act  forms  a  separate 
article,  which  (2  vol.  Edmi.  Edition  of  StatuteSy  page  436) 
provides :  "  A  jury  shall  be  formed  in  the  manner  herein- 
after directed,  with  respect  to  other  juries,  from  the  persons 
so  summoned  and  appearing,  who  shall  try  the  cause  in  which 
the  struck  jury  shall  have  been  ordered  ;  but  the  court  shall 
have  the  same  power  to  excuse  or  discharge  any  such  juror 
as  in  other  cases."  It  is  argued  that  the  entire  jury  must  be 
selected  "from  the  persons  so  summoned  and  appearing," 
and  if  it  cannot  be,  then  that  mode  of  trial  fails. 

In  considering  this  objection,  we  naturally  ask,  did  the 
legislature  intend,  when  they  passed  the  act,  that  when  a 
trial  by  a  struck  jury  was  ordered  it  should  so  be  disposed  of, 
or  did  they  intend  by  one  of  the  sections  of  such  act  to  make 
the  defeat  of  a  trial  in  that  way  quite  possible,  if  not  very 
probable  ?  Considering,  as  they  must  have  done,  the  uncer- 
tainty of  human  health  and  life,  the  possible  legal  excuses  of 
some  of  the  jurors  summoned,  and  the  probable  incompetency 
of  others,  by  reason  of  previously  formed  opinions  or  bias, 
the  legislature  surely  must  have  seen  that  very  often  a  cause 
must  be  in  the  same  condition  with  the  present  one,  and  we 
can  hardly  suppose  that  they  intended  to  say  that  the  twelve 
jurors  must  be  obtained  out  of  the  twenty-four  when  they 
knew  it  would  oftentimes  be  impossible.  A  construction  of 
one  section  of  a  general  act  which  makes  the  whole  frequently 
incapable  of  execution  should  not  be  adopted  unless  made 
necessary  by  its  express,  and  no  other  to  be  interpreted,  words. 
It  is  true  that  the  statute  directs  that  the  jury  shall  be  formed 
"from  the  persons  so  summoned  and  appearing,"  and  it  was 
necessary  so  to  declare  to  give  efficacy  to  the  scheme,  but  it 
does  not  require  an  impossibility,  nor  does  it  declare  that  the 
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special  jury  shall  fail  if  twelve  be  not  obtained.  The  argument 
in  favor  of  its  failure  is  sustained  only  by  treating  article  3  of 
title  4  of  chapter  7  of  part  3  of  our  Revised  Statutes,  entitled 
^'  Of  special  juries,"  as  separate  and  apart  from  the  other  articles 
of  that  title.  That  title  (4)  is  entitled  <'  Of  the  trial  of  issues 
of  &ct."  Article  first  thereof  contains  ''  General  provisions 
concerning  trials,  and  the  proceedings  preparatory  thereto ; " 
article  second  treats  ^^Of  the  return  and  summoning  of 
juries,"  and  article  third  "  Of  special  juries."  Having  pro- 
vided for  the  proceedings  preparatory  to  trial,  next  for  the 
drawing  and  summoning  of  the  ordinary  jury,  and  still  next 
for  a  special  jury,  the  same  title  then  by  its  fourth  article 
treats  ^'  Of  trial  and  its  incidents."  The  first  section  of  this 
article,  and  in  the  statutes  numbered  as  section  63  of  the 
title,  provides  for  the  trial  of  causes  "  by  jurors  drawn,  sum- 
moned, and  returned  in  the  manner  hereinbefore  directed ; " 
that  is  to  say,  by  a  common  jury,  as  provided  by  article  2, 
or  by  a  special  jury,  as  provided  by  article  8.  The  next 
section  then  provides,  ^'whenever  a  sufficient  number  of 
jurors,  duly  drawn  and  summoned,  do  not  appear,  or  cannot 
be  obtained  to  form  a  jury,  the  coart  may  order  the  eheriff 
to  summon  from  the  bystanders,  or  from  the  county  at  large, 
so  many  persons  qualified  to  serve  as  jurors  as  shall  be  suffi- 
cient." Two  modes  of  drawing  and  summoning  a  jury  had 
been  prescribed  by  the  two  previous  articles.  The  first  sec- 
tion of  the  next  article  provides  for  a  trial  by  jurors  sum- 
moned by  one  or  the  other  of  these  processes,  and  the  next 
section  declares  that  ^'  whenever  a  sufficient  number  of  jurors 
*  *  *  cannot  be  obtained  "  (and  of  course  by  either  of 
the  two  modes  previously  specified),  ''  then  talesmen  can  be 
summoned."  Can  language  be  plainer?  The  whole  title 
relates  to  one  system,  and  all  the  various  articles  are  con- 
nected, and  so  reading  them,  there  is  no  difficulty.  It  is  true 
that  parts  of  article  four  relate  to  ordinary  juries,  but  these 
do  not  alter,  limit  or  curtail  the  eflFect  of  others.  The  stat- 
ute provides  for  talesmen  "whenever"  they  are  necessary 
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for  the  completion  of  a  jury,  and  that  exigency  has  now 
arisen. 

I  have  not  deemed  it  necessary,  in  the  construction  of 
our  statutes,  to  refer  to  the  English  cases.  The  practice 
there  seems  to  be  well  settled,  when  some  of  the  special  jury 
appear,  to  order  talesmen  to  complete  the  jury,  when  neces- 
sary, and  this  is  done  despite  the  language  of  their  statute, 
which  is  very  similar  to  ours  {See  proceedings  against  John 
Lanibert  and  others  for  libel,  in  22d  vol.  of  HowdCs  State 
Trials,  p.  954).  Our  statutes  have  largely  been  borrowed 
from  those  of  England,  and  from  its  common  law,  and  as  the 
rule  was  well  settled  there,  both  with  and  without  its  statute, 
to  summon  talesmen,  it  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  our  law- 
makers intended  to  prohibit  that  which  was  there  practiced, 
when  they  have  not  so  expressly  said.  Refined  and  finely 
drawn  arguments  founded  on  British  cases  are,  however, 
unnecessary,  when  our  own  law-makers  have  provided  for 
tales  "  whenever  "  a  jury  cannot  be  obtained,  when  either  of 
the  two  ways  of  obtaining  one  has  been  resorted  to  and  failed. 

The  next  question  which  the  motion  presents  is,  how  must 
the  additional  jurors  be  obtained — by  directing  their  summon- 
ing, or  by  drawing  from  the  box  and  then  summoning  those 
who  are  drawn  ?  The  former  is  undoubtedly  the  mode, 
unless  the  statute  we  have  quoted  is  repealed.  It  is  conceded 
that  various  statutes  passed  since  1847  do  not  apply  to  the 
city  of  New^Tork;  but  it  is  argued  that  chapter  495  of  the 
laws  passed  during  that  y6ar,  entitled  "  An  act  in  relation  to 
jurors  in  the  city  of  New  York,"  has  repealed  the  provisions 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  in  regard  to  summoning  talesmen. 
It  certainly  does  not  do  so  expressly ;  and  repeals  by  impli- 
cation are  not  favored,  and  are  never  allowed,  unless  the  two 
statutes  are  in  conflict.  The  act  of  1847  is  general,  and  pro- 
vides a  plan  for  the  selection  of  the  entire  panel  for  the  court. 
Those  of  the  Revised  Statutes  were  passed  to  meet  a  particu- 
lar and  special  emergency  which  arises  upon  a  single  trial, 
and  they  were  in  addition  to  the  other  modes  of  selection, 
Vol.  L  37 
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and  to  be  employed  when  the  others  failed.  The  act  of  1847 
was,  I  think,  passed  to  supersede  the  general  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  in  regard  to  the  obtainment  of  the  ordinary 
jury ;  and  if  the  various  provisions  of  our  Revised  Statutes, 
in  regard  to  the  obtainment  of  a  common  jury,  could  exist 
with  those  in  regard  to  tales,  I  do  not  see  why  this  new 
general  system,  which  supersedes  the  old,  and  that  providing 
for  talesmen,  may  not  also  co-exist. 

The  remaining  question  is,  who  should  summon  the  tales- 
men ?  It  is  claimed  that  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county 
is  a  party  to  the  suit,  because,  by  his  negligence,  Tweed  was 
allowed  to  escape,  and  as  there  was  an  order  of  arrest,  he 
may  be  made  liable.  This,  it  is  argued,  makes  the  sheriff  a 
party  in  fact,  though  not  so  on  the  record.  The  strength  of 
this  argument  is  somewhat  doubtful.  It  does  not  appear 
that  the  property  of  Tweed  may  not  be  ample  to  meet  the 
recovery,  if  one  be  had.  Still,  we  can  readily  see,  as  the 
claim  made  is  about  $1,000,000,  that  the  sheriff  must  feel 
a  good  deal  of  solicitude  as  to  the  result,  and  his  feelings, 
at  least,  must  be  with  the  defense.  Regarding  him  as 
honest,  but  still  human,,  the  court  should  not  allow,  unless 
so  required,  his  duty  and  his  interest  to  collide.  Apart  from 
any  statute,  the  court  has  power  to  see  its  orders  executed  by 
a  proper  person.  In  this  case  it  will  exercise  it  by  directing 
the  summoning  of  tales  by  one  of  the  coroners.  Justice 
seems  to  me  to  require  it,  and  the  sifting  process  of  examina- 
tion will  exclude  any  person  who  is  unfit  to  serve  as  a  juror. 

A  formal  order  was  then  signed,  that  a  sufficient  number  of 
jurors  not  having  been  obtained  for  trial  of  the  cause,  and  it 
appearing  from  the  affidavit  of  Wheeler  H.  Peckham  that 
the  sheriff  of  New  York  is  interested  in  the  success  of  the 
defendant  in  this  action,  and  in  that  sense  an  interested  party, 
the  court  orders  the  coroners  of  the  county,  forthwith,  to  sum- 
mon, from  the  body  of  the  county,  twenty-four  persons  liable 
to  serve  as  jurors,  from  whom  the  required  number  shall  be 
selected. 
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Frederiok  Humphreys  agt  F^anoib  W.  Hurtt. 

B^crmaUan  of  toritten  agreemerUs— principles  controlling  in  their  detemU' 

nation, 

1.  Where  parties  nave  entered  into  a  written  contract,  it  must  be  presumed 
in  law  to  express  their  common  intention  and  to  speak  their  actual 
agreement 

2.  If  such  contract  is  alleged  not  to  express  the  real  intent  of  the  parties, 
and  that  fact  is  shown  hy  sufficient  evidence,  a  court  of  equity  can  cor- 
rect the  alleged  mistake  in  favor  of  the  party  prejudiced. 

8.  The  proof  required  to  correct  such  mistake  must  be  clear  and  une- 
quivocal. 

4.  As  a  general  rule  the  mistake  which  will  afford  ground  of  reformation 
of  an  expressed  contract  must  be  of  a  mutual  character  ;  in  other  words, 
the  mistake  must  be  reciprocal  and  common  to  both  parties. 

5.  If  one  party,  in  the  execution  of  a  contract,  has  delivered  or  received 
papers  in  supposed  furtherance  of  it,  but  with  knowledge  of  a  mistake 
made  in  his  favor,  which  he  conceals,  then  equity  will  reform  the  con- 
tract or  give  relief  to  the  other  party  if  the  mistake  is  clearly  shown, 
although  it  be  not  mutual. 

6.  If  the  mistake  has  not  been  mutual,  but  made  inadvertently  on  one  side, 
and  yet  in  good  fbith  by  the  other,  if  any  amendment  or  reformation  of 
the  contract  can  under  any  circumstances  be  made,  it  cannot  be  made 
so  as  to  make  the  agreement  conform  merely  to  the  views  of  the  party 
applying,  but  only  to  the  original  views  of  both  parties. 

In  this  case  there  is  not  sufficient  evidence  of  mistake  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  warrant  the  setting  aside  of  the  deliberate  agreement  made 
between  him  and  the  defendant. 

Even  if  the  plaintiff  were  mistaken  and  the  defendant  not — there  having 
been  no  rescission  or  offer  to  rescind,  so  that  the  defendant  might  be 
placed  in  statu  quOy  the  contract  cannot  be  nullified  a'nd  a  new  one 
imposed  on  the  defendant  which  he  had  not  conten^lated. 

Neither  is  there  any.evidence  of  any  willftil  misleading  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
knowledge  of  mistake  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  and  a  silence  kept 
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under  it,  so  that  plaintiff,  as  claimed,  was  fraudulently  misled  to  his 
injury. 

JFirst  DepartmetUy  Jvms^  1875. 

Ira  Shafer  cfe  William  Sutpken^  for  plaintiff. 

Coles  Morris  ds  Michael  R.  Cardozo^  for  defendant. 

Opinion  of  Kefebeb. 

James  W.  Geeabd,  Referee, — This  is  an  action  of  an  equit- 
able character,  brought  to  enforce  the  reformation  of  a  written 
agreement  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  the  plaintiff,  under  a 
mistake,  and  under  circumstances  of  knowledge  and  procur- 
ance  by  the  defendant  amounting  to  a  constructive  fraud,  or 
under  a  mutual  mistake,  and  contrary  to  the  mutual  under- 
standing and  true  intent  of  the  parties,  who  are  respectively 
plaintiff  and  defendant  in  the  action.  There  are  certain  facts 
which  appear  conceded,  which  are  briefly  as  follows : 

That  prior  to  the  making  of  the  agreement  each  party  had 
an  interest  equal  to  forty-four  one-hundredth  parts  respec- 
tively in  the  incorporated  company  mentioned  in  the  plead- 
ings, the  remaining  twelve  one-hundredth  parts  being  owned 
by  one  Palmer. 

That  the  assets  or  capital  of  the  company  were  mainly 
represented  by  two  species  of  business : 

First  The  exclusive  right  of  manufacturing  and  selling  a 
medicine  called  "  Pond's  Extract." 

Second.  A  similar  right  in  certain  medicines  called 
"  Humphrey's  Specific  Homoeopathic  Medicines." 

There  was  also  manufactured  stock  on  hand,  of  each  busi- 
ness, and  certain  material  and  property  incidental  to  their 
manufacture  and  sale.  There  were  also  outstanding  accounts 
and  bills  receivable  of  the  company,  and  an  outstanding 
indebtedness. 

The  interests  and  obligations  of  each  of  the  parties  to  the 
action  in  the  above  were  equal,  and  the  business  was  for  a 
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time  conducted  harmoniously  and  prosperously,  but  on 
account  of  a  want  of  congeniality  or  some  personal  differ- 
ences, it  was  determined  that  the  interests  of  the  parties 
should  be  severed,  and  a  division  of  the  subject-matter  of  the 
association  made,  so  far  as  the  parties  litigant  were  concerned. 
The  desire  for  a  separation  seems,  from  the  testimony,  to 
have  been  mutual.  Besides  a  want  of  concord  between  the 
principal  parties,  there  appears  to  have  been  antagonistic  feel- 
ing between  the  plaintiff  and  Cole,  one  of  the  employes,  and 
a  particular  friend  of  the  defendant. 

There  was  also  a  desire,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to 
have  his  son  engaged  with  him  in  the  business. 

Various  interviews  and  negotiations  appeaf  to  have  taken 
place  between  the  parties  prior  to  the  time  of  the  written 
agreement  in  question,  resulting,  as  is  claimed  by  plaintiff,  in 
a  verbal  agreement  to  divide  their  respective  interests  accord- 
ing to  a  certain  basis  of  division,  the  terms  of  which,  as 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  were,  through  inadvertencJe  or  mis- 
take not  represented  by  the  written  agreement  subsequently 
made,  on  or  about  December  5,  1872,  and  which  is  annexed 
to  the  complaint.  The  terms  of  settlement,  as  claimed  by 
plaintiff,  were  to  be  an  equal  division  based  on  an  actual 
moneyed  estimate  of  values,  or  differences  of  values  of  the 
respective  species  of  business,  and  of  the  stuff  and  debts  on 
hand,  which  values  and  differences  of  values  (as  it  is  claimed) 
were  mutually  conceded  as  fixed  at  ascertained  or  ascertain- 
able amounts. 

Under  this  view,  the  plaintiff  claims  that  the  Pond's 
Extract  business  was  mutually  estimated  and  stated  at  $75,000 
and  the  specific  medicines  at  $105,000,  making  a  difference 
in  favor  of  specifics  of  $30,000.  He  also  claims  that  the 
stock  or  material  of  specifics  on  hand  was  worth  $19,000,  and 
that  of  Pond's  Extract,  $8,000.  That  the  outstanding 
accounts  were  worth  $30,000  (less  $1,000  for  collection),  and 
that  the  indebtedness  of  the  company  was  $10,000.  That 
Palmer's  (the  third  person's)  interest  was  fixed  at  $6,000  in 
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the  accounts  due  and  stuff  on  hand,  and  his  interest  in  the 
difference  in  value  of  the  two  medicines  was  fixed  at  $3,000. 

The  plaintiff  further  alleges  that  afterward,  and  "  in  con- 
clusion of  said  negotiations  and  agreement,"  it  was  finally 
agreed  that  the  branches  of  business  should  be  divided  thus: 

That  plaintiff  should  take  all  right  in  the  specific  medi- 
cines and  in  all  the  other  rights  and  business  and  assets  of 
the  company,  and  that  defendar»t  should  take  the  exclusive 
right  to  "Pond's  Extract"  and  the  stock  thereof  on  hand, 
less  what  was  then  in  the  company's  retail  stores. 

The  plaintiff's  further  claim  is,  that  it  was  thereupon  mutu- 
ally agreed,  as  the  basis  of  the  written  agreement  to  be  made, 
that  the  difference  in  value  of  the  two  medicines  should  be 
$30,000  as  above,  and  that  the  total  value  of  all  other  assets 
should  be  $57,000,  as  above  specified.  That  the  indebtedness 
should  be  ($10,000  — $1,000)  $9,000,  and  Palmer's  interest 
$9,000,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  to  defendant  one- 
half  the  difference  in  value  "between  the  assets  and  property 
to  be  received  by  defendant"  as  above  estimated,  which 
difference  was  estimated  at  $51,000,  and  to  be  paid  in  certain 
specified  installments. 

The  plaintiff  then  charges  that  the  agreement  was  to  have 
been  drawn  on  the  above  basis,  but  that  the  defendant,  by 
design,  caused  a  different  agreement  to  be  drawn,  which  is 
the  one  sought  to  be  reformed. 

This  agreement  recites  the  equal  interests  of  the  parties  in 
the  stock  of  the  company ;  the  desire  of  plaintiff  to  buy  out 
defendant,  and  that  plaintiff  agrees  to  buy  out  the  defendant's 
interest  in  the  stock  and  assets  of  the  company  on  the  terms 
specified,  viz.,  that  all  the  interest  of  the  company  and  of 
plaintiff  in  the  Pond's  Extract  is  to  be  transferred  to  defend- 
ant, and  also  all  the  stuff  and  property  relating  thereto  on 
hand,  except  that  in  562  and  817  Broadway.  That  plaintiff 
shall  pay  defendant  $14,000  on  the  second  day  of  February 
next,  and  $36,300,  in  two  years,  in  certain  weekly  install- 
m«nts,  with  a  rebate  or  discount  on  certain  installments. 
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The  defendant  agrees  on  his  part  to  resign  his  position  as 
aetnary  of  the  company,  and  consequent  right  to  a  salary  of 
$4,000,  and  to  release  the  company  from  all  its  obligations  or 
contracts  to  him,  and  not  to  interfere  with  the  company 
except  to  vote  on  the  shares  of  his  stock,  which  are  to  be 
deposited  in  escrow,  to  be  delivered  after  payment  of  the  full 
sum  of  $50,300. 

The  plaintiff  further  agrees  to  assign  certain  portions  of 
stock  to  some  person  for  the  purpose  of  qualifying  him  as  a 
new  trustee,  and  that  any  vacancies  in  the  board  of  trustees 
shall  be  supplied. 

There  is  a  provision  of  forfeiture  of  past  payments  in  case 
of  failure  by  Humphreys,  the  plaintiff,  to  perform  the  agree- 
ment. 

A  bill  of  sale  was  executed  at  the  same  time  by  the  com- 
pany and  plaintiff  to  the  Pond's  Extract  Company,  a  company 
representing  the  defendant,  transferring,  for  the  consideration 
of  one  dollar,  all  interest  in  the  Pond's  Extract,  and  in  all 
property  and  stock  connected  therewith  as  specified  in  a  sche- 
dule. This  bill  of  sale  is  signed  by  plaintiff  twice,  once  in 
his  capacity  as  president  and  again  individually.  It  is  also 
signed  by  the  defendant  and  Palmer. 

It  is  claimed  by  plaintiff  that  the  agreement  and  hill 
of  sale  was  but  hastily  read  to  and  signed  by  him,  and  that 
he  did  not  notice  that  the  gross  sum  of  $53,300,  which  he 
stipulated  to  pay  in  the  agreement,  was  greatly  in  excess  of 
the  sum  that  he  had  agreed  to  pay  ;  and  also  that  he  did  not 
notice  that  in  the  written  agreement  he  transferred  the  Pond's 
Extract  stuff  to  defendant,  without  any  consideration  or 
allowance  therefor,  or  deduction  of  the  value  thereof  from 
the  gross  sum,  or  that  the  aggregate  sum  of  $15,000  had  not 
also  been  allowed  to  plaintiff. 

All  this  is  alleged  to  have  been  done  knowingly  by  the 
defendant  and  ignorantly  by  the  plaintiff,  and  in  violation  of 
the  terms  of  the  original  compact. 

It  is  also  alleged  by  the  plaintiff,  and  it  appears  in  evidence, 
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that  several  days  after  the  execution  of  the  written  agreement 
and  bill  of  sale,  and  "  purauant  to  the  terms  of  the  written 
agreement,"  the  stock  of  the  defendant  was  transferred  in 
escrow. 

It  also  appears  in  the  evidence  that  at  the  instance  of  the 
plaintiff  a  written  modification  of  the  agreement  was  subse- 
quently executed  by  the  parties,  about  a  month  after  tlie 
execution  of  the  first  agreement.  This  modification  is  given 
as  an  exhibit  of  the  complaint. 

It  makes  no  change  in  the  original  agreement  further  than 
in  extending  and  altering  the  time  for  the  payment  by  plain- 
tiff of  the  installments  of  the  $36,000  and  providing  for 
interest  on  certain  balances.  It  also  provides  that  so  long  as 
the  plaintiff  fulfills  his  part  of  the  agreement,  the  defendant 
is  not  to  vote  on  the  stock  in  escrow,  except  for  the  present 
trustees,  but  that  the  plaintiff  is  to  have  all  dividends  thereon, 
and  is  to  have  the  stock  transferred  to  him,  when  all  the 
payments  provided  for  in  the  agreement  are  made. 

I  do  not  find  any  allegation  in  the  complaint,  or  any  proof 
that  this  modified  4tgreement  was  made  hastily  or  inadver- 
tently, or  without  knowledge  of  its  contents  and  purport  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  further  claims  that  the  alleged  errors  were 
not  discovered  by  him  until  *'  some  time  "  after  the  execution 
of  the  agreement  and  bill  of  sale,  and  that  as  soon  as  he  dis- 
covered the  errors  alleged,  he  called  upon  the  attorney  who 
had  prepared  the  papers,  and  required  them  to  be  reformed, 
but  that  it  was  stated  that  it  could  not  be  done.  The  plain- 
tiff claims  that  the  various  payments  under  the  agreement 
were  made  under  fear  of  the  forfeiture  clause  of  the  agree- 
ment unless  the  payments  were  made,  which  payments 
amounted  to  over  $22,000. 

The  plaintiff  also  claims,  in  support  of  his  case,  that  he 
was  unacquainted  with  the  business  matter  of  the  company, 
but  that  defendant  was  acquainted  with  all  the  details  of  the 
same. 
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The  actual  relief  practically  sought  by  the  plaintiflF  from 
the  court  is  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  written  agree- 
ment is  unjust  and  inequitable,  and  a  reformation  of  it  is 
claimed  so  that  the  words  twelve  thousand  one  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars  be  inserted  in  place  of  thirty-six  thousand  three 
hundred  dollars,  and  that  the  words  twenty-six  thousand  six 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars  be  inserted  in  the  place  of  fifty 
thousand  three  hundred  and  fifty  dollars.  In  other  words, 
that  the  moneys  to  be  paid  to  the  defendant  under  the  written 
agreement  be  reduced  by  $23,700. 

The  theory  of  the  defendant  is,  that  on  account  of  mutual 
dissensions  and  disagreements,  the  agreement  in  question 
was  made,  which  in  its  terms  was  the  result  of  various  nego- 
tiations, investigations  and  estimates,  changed,  modified  or 
rejected  from  time  to  time,  and  that  the  written  agreement 
was  the  result  of  a  compromise  between  the  two  parties, 
which  resulted  in  the  settlement  of  the  diflFerence  in  the  value 
of  their  interests  in  the  two  branches  of  their  business  at 
$27,000  in  favor  of  the  specific  business,  to  be  paid  to  the 
party  relinquishing  his  share  in  said  business,  and  that  the 
party  taking  the  "Pond's  Extract"  business  should  be 
entitled  to  all  the  property  belonging  to  that  branch,  and 
also  to  $20,000  in  settlement  for  all  his  interest  in  the  other 
assets. 

This  view,  it  will  be  seen,  is  in  accordance  with  the  written 
agreement,  except  that  an  extra  amount  of  above  $3,300  was 
to  be  paid  for  interest  on  deferred  payments.  The  defendant 
claims  that  thereupon  the  agreement  was  drawn  out  by  the 
lawyer  of  the  company,  under  the  written  directions  of  the 
plaintiff,  in  accordance  with  the  above  settlement ;  that  the 
agreement  was  read  over  to  him  before  he  signed  it  without 
objection  on  his  part  to  the  above  terms,  that  he  subsequently 
executed  the  bill  of  sale  in  accordance  with  the  terms,  and 
entered  into»the  possession  of  tj^e  property  given  to  him  pur- 
suant to  it,  and  made  the  payments  prescribed  in  the  agree- 
ment. 

Vol.  L  88 
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That  afterward  the  modified  agreement  was  executed  by 
plaintiff,  ratifying  substantially  the  original  agreement,  and 
that  the  whole  claim  of  the  plaintiff  is  an  afterthought,  and 
a  fraudulent  design  to  avoid  his  written  obligation. 

The  defense  also  claims  that  plaintiff  acted  with  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  business  of  the  company  and  all  its  details,  and 
that  the  agreement  was  made  with  the  concurrence  of 
Palmer,  who  still  retained  his  interest,  viz. :  120  shares  of  the 
stock  of  the  company. 

That  in  giving  up  his  interest  in  the  company,  the  defend- 
ant lost  a  right  to  a  salary  for  $4,000  a  year  for  life,  and 
about  $11,000  annually  as  dividends,  and  that  even  on  an 
investigation  of  assets  it  would  be  found  that  the  defendant 
was  to  receive  under  the  agreement  at  least  $10,000  less  than 
the  value  of  his  share. 

The  defense  also  alleges  that  in  addition  to  the  $47,000 
which,  in  pursuance  of  the  compromise,  was  to  be  paid  him, 
it  was  also  agreed  that  $3,300  should  be  paid  him  to  cover 
interest  on  the  deferred  payments  provided  for  in  the  agree- 
ment, by  reason  whereof  the  aggregate  amount  of  cash  to  be 
paid  was  $50,300,  as  provided  in  the  agreement. 

The  above  seems  to  be  a  substantial  summary  of  the  facts 
and  views  urged  by  plaintiff  and  defendant  respectively  in 
the  presentation  of  their  case.  It  will  be  observed  that  the 
general  theory  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  to  relief  is,  that  the 
sum  agreed  to  be  paid  was  based  on  recognized  values  and  a 
mathematical  calculation  thereon,  which,  through  error  or 
fraud,  is  not  fairly  represented  by  the  written  agreement. 

The  general  theory  of  the  defense  is,  that  the  values  and 
differences  in  value,  debts  and  other  assets,  were  not  sus- 
ceptible of  exact  estimation,  and  that  the  liquidated  amount 
agreed  on  was  the  result  of  general  estimates,  and  consider- 
ations, and  mutual  compromise. 

Although  actions  of  an  equitable  character  afe  ordinarily 
so  variant  as  to  the  facts  of  each  case  as  not  to  be  subject  to 
the  absolute  application  of  defined  legal  principles,  the  courts 
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of  this  state  have  laid  down  certain  general  canons  as  to 
actions  brought  for  the  rectification  of  contracts  alleged  to 
have  been  made  under  mistake. 

The  following  principles  are  to  be  gathered  from  the 
decisions  of  our  tribunals  as  controlling  such  actions : 

1.  That  where  parties  have  entered  into  a  written  contract, 
it  must  be  presumed  in  law  to  express  their  common  inten- 
tion and  to  speak  their  actual  agreement. 

2.  That  if  such  contract  is  alleged  not  to  express  the  real 
intent  of  the  parties,  and  that  fact  is  shown  by  suflScient  evi- 
dence, a  court  of  equity  can  correct  the  alleged  mistake  in 
favor  of  the  party  prejudiced. 

3.  That  the  proof  required  to  correct  such  mistake  must 
be  clear  and  unequivocal. 

4.  That  as  a  general  rule  the  mistake  which  will  afford 
ground  of  reformation  of  an  expressed  contract  must  be  of  a 
mutual  character;  in  other  words,  the  mistake  must  be 
reciprocal,  and  common  to  both  parties. 

5.  That  if  one  party,  in  the  execution  of  a  contract,  has 
delivered  or  received  papers  in  supposed  furtherance  of  it, 
but  with  knowledge  of  a  mistake  made  in  his  favor,  which 
he  conceals,  then  equity  will  reform  the  contract  or  give 
relief  to  the  other  party,  if  the  mistake  is  clearly  shown, 
although  it  be  not  mutual. 

The  case,  then,  comes  under  the  head  of  a  constructive 
fraud  on  the  part  of  one  party,  and  of  a  mistake  or  error  on 
the  part  of  the  other.  Under  this  class  are  more  particularly 
placed  those  cases  where  the  party  committing  the  fraud  has 
himself  so  drawn  or  caused  to  be  drawn  the  agreement  as  to 
mislead  the  other.  In  this  class  of  cases  no  offer  of  immediate 
rescission  is  required,  but  relief  may  be  given  if  applied  for 
within  a  reasonable  time. 

6.  That  if  the  mistake  has  not  been  mutual,  but  made 
inadvertently  on  one  side,  and  yet  in  good  faith  by  the  other, 
if  any  amendment  or  reformation  of  the  contract  can,  under 
any  circumstances,  be  made,  it  cannot  be  made  so  as  to  make 
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the  agreement  conform  merely  to  thfe  views  of  the  party  apply- 
ing, but  only  to  the  original  views  of  both  parties. 

In  this  latter  case  there  may  be  a  rescission  on  the  ground 
that  the  parties'  minds  never  met,  but  there  can  be  no  reforma- 
tion or  change  of  the  contract  making  it  substantially  a  new 
one. 

The  doctrines  above  expressed  may  be  gathered  from  the 
following  cases :  BoUaford  agt.  McLean  (46  Barh.y  78) ;  Rider 
agt.  PoweU  (28  N.  T.,  310) ;  Welles  agt.  Tates  (44  N.  T.,  625) ; 
Nevina  agt.  DunLofp  (33  N.  Z.,  676) ;  Lyman  agt.  United  States 
Ins.  Co.  (14  Johns.y  373) ;  Kent  agt.  Manchester  (29  Barh^ 
597) ;  Humphreys  agt.  Hurtt  {Sup.  Ct.^  First  Dep.^  1874) ; 
McHugh  agt.  Imperial  Fire  Ins.  Co.  {Superior  Ct.^  Dec.^ 
1874). 

It  is  to  be  observed  as  to  this  case,  with  respect  of  the  above 
rules,  that  there  has  never  been  any  offer  to  rescind  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  nor  any  application  made  to  the  court  for  that 
purpose,  and  it  was  admitted  by  both  parties  on  the  argument 
that  it  was  now  impracticable  to  rescind  the  contract.  The 
action,  therefore,  is  to  obtain  a  reform  or  change  of  the  con- 
tract to  meet  the  views  alleged  to  have  been  entertained  by 
the  plaintiff,  whether  the  defendant  entertained  them  or  not. 
Unless,  therefore,  the  mistake  has  been  mutual,  or  a  knowl- 
edge of  an  actual  mistake,  contrary  to  the  mutual  original 
intent  of  defendant  as  well  as  plaintiff,  is  brought  home  to  the 
former,  there  can  be  no  such  reformation  as  is  claimed,  nor, 
in  fact,  any  change  made  in  the  contract. 

Under  the  above  cases  it  would  be  out  of  my  province,  or 
the  province  of  any  court,  to  impose  upon  one  party  a  new 
contract  which  he  had  never  intended,  in  order  to  give  relief 
to  a  party  to  a  contract  which  he  had  never  intended  to  make. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  I  have  reviewed  and  analyzed  with 
great  care  and  an  ardent  desire  to  come  to  a  determination 
consonant  with  the  truth  and  equity  of  the  case. 

The  evidence  is  quite  contradictory.  The  plaintiff  swears 
directly  that  the  original  understanding  was  not  in  accordance 
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with  the  agreement  as  drawn,  and  that  he  signed  the  latter 
under  a  mistake,  supposing  that  it  was  according  to  what  that 
original  agreement  was. 

The  defendant  contradicts  flatly  the  plaintiflF's  statements, 
and  they  mutually  contradict  each  other  as  to  what  passed  in 
their  various  interviews  preliminary  to  the  written  agreement. 
They  are  each  more  or  less  supported  by  witnesses  called  to 
corroborate  their  respective  testimony. 

I  will  refer  to  some  main  facts  that  seem  conclusively  estab- 
lished. It  is  evident  that,  although  the  agreement  might  have 
been  mechanically  drawn  in  haste,  its  preparation  was  attended 
with  ample  time  for  reflection  and  the  exercise  of  judgment. 
There  was  neither  duress,  misrepresentation  or  undue  influence. 
Ther#  were  many  preparatory  interviews  and  conversations  on 
the  subject  of  the  separation,  commencing  in  November,  1872, 
and  there  had  been  interviews  on  the  subject,  plaintiff  states, 
even  months  and  years  before  that.  There  was  inquiry  made 
by  both  parties  of  the  book-keeper ;  a  statement  from  him  was 
given,  and  investigation  of  the  books  and  previous  inventory 
was  made.  Both  parties  were  of  mature  age,  and  men  of 
intelligence  and  education.  There  is  also  competent  evi- 
dence showing  that  the  plaintiff  as  well  as  the  defendant  had 
knowledge  and  experience  in  the  actual  management  of  the 
business.  The  directions  for  the  drawing  of  the  agreement 
were  sent  to  the  company's  lawyer  by  the  plaintiff  himself, 
after  an  interview  between  the  parties,  when  the  amount  to 
be  paid  was  reduced  by  mutual  consent  from  $30,000  to 
$27,000.  The  draft  of  the  agreement  was  read  over  to  both 
at  least  a  day  before  its  execution,  and  assented  to,  except  as 
to  features  that  were  changed  by  mutual  consent.  After  the 
agreement  was  finally  drawn  for  execution,  it  was  read  over 
to  all  parties  and  signed  without  further  objection  or  alteration, 
as  also  was  the  bill  of  sale  connected  therewith.  This  was  on 
the  5th  or  6th  of  December,  1872.  Nearly  a  month  afterward 
was  drawn,  at  the  request  and  instance  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
under  his  direction,  a  modification  of  it,  and  executed  by  both 
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parties,  as  to  matters  not  here  complained  of,  but  impliedly 
ratifying  the  first  agreement. 

Payments  were  made  under  the  agreement  from  its  execu- 
tion up  to  the  commencement  of  this  action.  The  conditions 
of  the  paper  were  carried  out  by  both  parties.  No  offer  was 
made  to  rescind  it,  or  effort  to  reform  it  on  the  part  of  plaintiff, 
until  the  present  action  was  instituted,  in  December,  1873, 
about  a  year  after  its  execution,  and  no  positive  demand  was 
made  on  defendant  by  plaintiff  for  its  reformation  until  by 
letter  of  August,  1873. 

It  is  in  evidence,  also,  that,  intermediate  the  signing  of  the 
first  agreement  and  the  modified  one  ratifying  it,  the  plaintiff 
was  in  consultation  with  his  counsel,  Mr.  Nelson,  relative  to 
the  agreement  and  the  subject-matter  thereof.  ^ 

With  all  these  facts,  I  am  called  upon  to  hold  that  the 
plaintiff  was  acting  all  the  time  under  a  mistake,  and  while 
the  executed  agreement  obliges  him  to  pay  $50,350,  he  only 
intended  to  pay  $26,650. 

In  the  investigation  of  the  evidence,  I  am  obliged  to  pay  a 
judicial  regard  to  the  well  established  rules  of  testimony  that 
throw  a  strong  burthen  of  proof  on  the  plaintiff.  First,  in 
that  he  is  plaintiff  in  the  action.  Secondly,  that  in  -cases  of 
this  character,  where  an  executed  written  agreement  is  sought 
to  be  avoided,  the  evidence  of  mistake  must  not  only  be  very 
clear,  but  manifestly  preponderating. 

The  plaintiff's  theory  that,  in  arriving  at  a  basis  of  his  pay- 
ments, he  made  a  mistake  in  not  halving  the  alleged  differ- 
ence between  the  values  of  the  two  branches  of  interests, 
instead  of  stipulating  to  pay  the  whole,  involves  two  consid- 
erations :  First,  was  $30,000  agreed  on  as  the  basis  of  differ- 
ence ?  And  secondly,  did  he  make  a  mistake  in  not  halving 
it,  or  was  the  $30,000  a  sum  mutually  agreed  on  as  the  money 
to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  in  view  of  the  various  rights  and 
views  of  the  parties,  and  the  difficulty  of  their  arriving  at 
exact  money  valuations  ? 

I  do  not  think  the  evidence  is  sufficiently  dear  to  warrant 
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me  in  finding  that  $30,000  was  positively  agreed  upon  as 
the  diflference  in  value  between  the  ''specifics"  and  the 
extract. 

Other  sums,  apparently,  were  in  discussion  or  in  contem- 
plation between  the  parties,  unless  I  am  willing  to  entirely 
discredit  the  evidence  of  Palmer  and  Johnson,  as  well  as 
that  of  the  defendant,  which  evidence  is  unimpeached,  and 
which  I  cannot  do,  although  it  is  certainly  tinged  with  a  bias  in 
favor  of  the  defendant ;  no  more,  however,  than  the  evidence  of 
plaintiffs  witnesses,  who  also  have  a  natural  interest  in  his 
success,  by  reason  of  relatignship  or  business  connection. 
The  plaintiff  himself  states,  in  his  testimony,  that  the  mat- 
ters were  talked  over  in  '*  various  ways." 

Neither  can  I  believe  that,  supposing  that  $30,000  was 
agreed  to  be  the  difference  in  values,  plaintiff  could  have 
made  such  a  grave  and  continuous  and  persistent  mistake, 
with  every  opportunity  of  rectifying  it,  as  he  claims  he  did 
make,  in  inadvertently  binding  himself  to  pay  the  whole 
of  such  difference  instead  of  half. 

I  concede  that  such  h,  mistake  might  be  made  on  a  first 
calculation,  without  reflection,  and  might  for  a  moment  mis- 
lead, but  I  do  not  think  it  is  consistent  with  the  ordinary 
process  of  human  thought,  that  an  intelligent  man  with  full 
knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  of  mature  judgment  and  experi- 
ence, should  persist  in  agreeing  to  pay  $30,000  when  he  only 
meant  to  pay  $15,000,  and  especially  so  when  such  a  mistake 
not  only  originated  with  him,  but  was  persisted  in,  and  of 
his  own  accord  ratified  by  him,  in  various  ways,  with  full  and 
abundant  opportunity  for  reflection,  change,  rescission  or 
avoidance. 

To  determine  that  such  a  mistake  was  really  made,  I  must 
.also  find  that  the  plaintiffs  son  made  the  same  mistake. 
This  gentleman  is  the  plaintiffs  principal  witness,  was  privy 
to  all  the  arrangements,  present  at  the  interviews,  and  in 
continual  consultation  with  his  father.  He  is  a  person  of 
mature  judgment  and  of  superior  education,  as  appears  in 
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evidence,  and  was  naturally  interested  that  his  father's  inter- 
ests should  be  guarded,  and  that  there  should  be  no  mistake. 
He  was  present  when  the  drafts  and  final  agreements  were 
read  and  executed.  And  yet  I  am  called  upon  to  hold  that 
this  mistake  was  participated  in  by  him,  and  that  he  allowed 
his  father  to  sign  an  agreement  binding  himself  to  pay  twice 
as  much  as  the  understanding  of  the  parties  called  for ;  a 
mistake,  too,  purely  mathematical,  to  an  amount  exceeding 
$20,000,  and  one  which,  on  a  slight  reflection  would  have 
been  apparent. 

It  is  more  natural,  more  rational  to  conclude,  from  the 
evidence  aflforded  by  the  verbal  testimony,  the  papers  and  the 
res  gestcBj  that  the  sum  of  $30,000  was  agreed  upon  to  be  paid 
as  a  liquidated  amount,  based  upon  various  considerations 
influencing  the  parties  as  to  how  their  several  interests  would 
be  promoted  by  a  separation. 

The  elements  of  thought,  too,  on  which  the  payment  was 
made,  might  under  the  circumstances  be  not  confined  merely 
to  the  two  classes  of  business. 

There  was  the  advantage  of  the  good-will  and  ancient 
location  of  the  business,  which  were  to  remain  with  the 
plaintiff;  the  mutual  personal  disagreement  between  the 
parties,  and  a  desire  to  get  rid  of  or  introduce  certain 
employes;  their  various  estimates  of  the  past  or  future 
profits  of  either  class  of  business ;  the  relinquishment  of  cer- 
tain advantages  to  which  the  outgoing  party  would  other- 
wise have  a  permanent  right ;  the  uncertainty  of  the  payments 
stipulated  for,  from  a  possible  loss  or  failure  of  the  business 
under  the  new  direction ;  the  abandonment  by  the  outgoing 
party  of  control  in  the  management ;  the  varioua  estimates 
the  parties  might  put  upon  the  book  accounts  to  be  assigned 
to  plaintiff",  or  the  expense  of  their  collection,  and  the  uncer- 
tain values  of  the  other  assets. 

Although  not  called  upon  to  go  into  the  partnership 
accounts  of  these  parties,  or  to  enter  directly  into  the  question 
of  values,  I  have  admitted  evidence  of  such  a  character  as 
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might  indirectly  have  a  bearing  upon  the  question  at  issne. 
My  duty  is  not  to  settle  their  accoants,  to  balance  the  inter- 
ests of  the  parti^,  or  to  make  an  agreement  for  them.  That 
was  for  the  5>artie8  themselves.  My  province  is  merely  to 
pronounce  upon  the  fact  whether  the  agreement  that  was 
made,  whatever  it  was,  was  intention^y  so  made,  and  with- 
out fraud  or  mistake,  qnite  irrespective  of  the  fact  whether 
either  party'«  judgment  was  at  fault  in  its  estimation  of  past 
or  future  values.  In  the  course  of  the  evidence  there  is  much 
to  show  that  the  written  agreement,  as  made,  is  not  inconsist- 
ent with  what  might,  under  the  then  existing  circumstances, 
be  consistent  with  the  actual  respective  interests,  or,  at  any 
rate,  the  supposed  actual  interests  of  either  party. 

The  way  the  business  has  since  eventuated  is  matter  of  no 
consideration  here.  There  is  no  positive  evidence  on  the 
subject,  but  there  is  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  satis- 
fied to  have  the  agreement  carried  out  as  regards  the  obliga- 
tions assumed  by  defendant,  and  to  keep  all  he,  the  plaintiff, 
obtained  under  it,  and  has  never  expressed  a  desire  nor 
offered  to  rescind  it. 

The  most  controlling  fact  to  my  mind  in  support  of  the 
defendant's  view,  apart  from  the  verbal  testimony  in  the 
case,  and  the  various  attendant  circumstances  hereinbefore 
referred  to,  is  this : 

The  whole  data  upon  which  the  written  agreement  was 
drawn  were  expressed  in  writing  by  plaintiff  himself,  and 
sent  by  him  to  Mr.  Morris,  the  lawyer  who  drew  the  agree- 
ment. Both  this  letter  of  directions  in  the  plaintiff's  son's 
handwriting,  and  the  draft  in  the  plaintiff's  handwriting, 
were  drawn  on  December  2d,  1872,  within  a  few  minutes  of 
each  other,  and  three  or  four  days  before  the  agreement  was 
executed,  and  on  a  careful  perusal  of  them  they  appear  to 
me  entirely  consistent  with  the  agreement  as  drawn. 

The  copy  as  sent,  bears  in  itself,  from  the  plaintiff 's  hand- 
writing on  it,  apart  from  other  testimony  in  the  case,  unmis- 
takable internal  evidence  that  it  was  perused  by  and  assented 
Vol.  L.  89 
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to  by  the  plaintiff.  I  must  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  giv- 
ing of  these  data  on  which  the  agreement  was  drawn,  was  his 
own  positive  act,  done  with  deliberate  intent,* and  after  ample 
time  for  inquiry  and  reflection.  This  conclusion  is  fully  con- 
sistent with  the  other  circumstances  connected  with  the  trans- 
action. 

It  is  further  to  be  noted  that  the  plaintiff's  son  says  he 
heard  the  previous  conversations  between  the  parties,  and 
that  he  wrote  the  copy  of  the  letter  (the  draft  being  then 
mislaid)  from  recollection  of  the  first  letter,  and  from  having 
heard  the  previous  conversations  of  the  parties,  upon  which 
it  was  based. 

These  letters  I  will  more  particularly  refer  to.  They  are 
of  importance  in  the  case,  and  are  in  fact  among  the  controll- 
ing features  of  the  res  geatce. 

They  are  both  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  directed  to  Mr.  Mor- 
ris,  the  company's  lawyer,  and  are  substantially  simUar, 
although  not  fac  mniles,  and  there  are  claimed  to  be  points 
of  difference  of  some  importance. 

They  both  state  that  after  talking  over  the  matter  it  is 
agreed  to  make  "  the  bonus  of  differe'bce "  between  extract 
and  specifics,  "  $27,000,  instead  of  $30,000,  making  $47,000 
in  all."  In  the  second  letter  sent,  between  the  figures 
"  $30,000  "  and  the  word  "  making  "  is  inserted  the  phrase  (all 
underscored)  "  that  is  to  awy  the  difference  between  our  inter- 
ests," and  the  words  "  making  $47,000  in  all,"  in  the  letter 
sent,  are  evidently  crowded  in  the  body  of  the  letter,  in  the 
same  handwriting,  as  if  put  in  after  the  ensuing  phrase,  or 
after  the  whole  letter  had  been  written,  as  is  testified  to  by 
the  defendant. 

Both  letters  conclude  in  words  almost  identical,  with  the 
statement  that  Palmer  is  to  retain  his  twelve  per  cent  in  the 
specifics,  and  his  position  as  trustee,  all  other  items  to  be 
made  to  correspond. 

Then  comes  the  signature  of  plaintiff  to  both  letters,  and  a 
postscript  in  the  letter  sent,  to  the  effect  that  Hurtt,  the 
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defendant,  is  to  have  $14,000  in  sixty  days,  and  fourteen  per 
cent  on  all  receipts  until  "  all "  is  paid.  In  the  draft,  or  first 
letter,  in  plaintiflF's  handwriting,  instead  of  the  words  "  until 
all  is  paid"  are  the  words  "until  in  all  $47,000  is  paid." 
This  last  clause,  in  the  plaintiff's  own  handwriting,  seems 
conclusive  of  the  fact  that  he  intended  to  pay  $47,000. 

I  note,  as  evidence  tending  to  show  that  plaintiff  was  aware 
of  the  contents  of  the  second  letter,  when  he  sent  it  to  Mr. 
Morris  by  Hurtt,  the  defendant,  that  in  the  first  place,  it  is 
signed  by  him,  plaintiff,  and  thence  arises  the  legal  presump- 
tion that  he  read  it,  particularly  in  view  of  his  testimony  that 
he  forgot  whether  he  read  it  or  not.  There  are,  also,  at  the 
bottom  of  the  sheet,  before  the  postscript,  which  is  on  the 
other  side,  the  words  "  see  over,"  in  the  handwriting  of  the 
plaintiff,  although  the  body  of  the  letter  is  in  that  of  his  son. 

These  words  "  see  over,"  in  the  handwriting  of  plaintiff, 
seem  to  imply  that  he  had  read  the  prior  part  of  the  letter 
signed  by  him,  and  finding  that  it  did  not  contain  all  that  he 
desired  to  have  expressed,  had  particularly  directed  Mr.  Mor- 
ris to  the  postscript  on  the  other  side. 

The  conclusion,  therefore,  is  forced  upon  m^  so  far  as 
these  two  pieces  of  evidence  are  concerned,  that  tne  prelimi- 
nary specific  directions  to  Mr.  Morris  to  draw  the  contract, 
were  made  by  the  plaintiff,  of  his  own  deliberate  action,  and 
the  agreement,  as  written,  is  in  accordance  with  them. 

As  regards  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Sutphen,  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  which  shows  that  certain  figures  were  made 
by  the  defendant  in  ^  his,  witness'  oflSce,  which  tend  to  show 
that  the  defendant  also  thought  that  the  basis  of  payment 
should  be  a  difference  of  certain  liquidated  values,  I  am  not 
inclined  to  give  it  the  prominence  sought  to  be  given  it  by 
the  defendant's  counsel. 

In  connection  with  the  declaration  of  the  defendant,  it 
seems  nothing  more  than  an  effort  to  explain,  algebraically, 
even  the  plaintiff's  views  to  be  incorrect,  on  the  basis  of  fact 
assumed  by  the  witness.    The  conversation  was  a  year  after 
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the  transactions  took  place ;  many  of  the  figures  were  sug- 
gested by  the  witness,  and  throughout  the  interview  the 
defendant  seems  to  have  made  no  admissions,  inconsistent 
with  his  theory,  even  if  he  could  not  reduce  it  to  an  algebraic 
figure.  He  seems  to  have  maintained  throughout  it,  that  it 
was  agreed  that  $30,000  was  to  be  paid  him  on  taking  the 
"  extract,"  and  not  half  of  it,  and  that  no  exact  estimates  or 
inventories  were  the  basis  of  the  contract. 

The  testimony  of  Dr.  Fred.  Humphrey,  I  confess  has  not 
made  a  strong  impression  on  my  mind,  qualifying  it  as  he 
does,  by  stating  that  he  only  can  remember  the  conversations 
in  a  general  way.  I  think  the  weight  of  his  testimony  and 
that  of  Mr.  Bell  are  fully  balanced  by  the  testimony  on  the 
other  side,  of  the  defendant  and  his  witnesses  Palmer,  Morris 
and  Johnson,  while  the  various  papers,  as  executed,  are  very 
strongly  corroborative  of  the  defendant's  position. 

As  regards  the  other  branch  of  the  mistake  claimed  to  have 
been  made,  the  same  remarks  as  above  will  apply.  I  do  not 
think  it  consistent  with  reason  and  probability  or  the  evi- 
dence adduced  and  the  time  for  reflection  and  reformation 
given,  that  the  plaintiflf  would  have  bound  himself  to  have 
paid  the  sum  specified  without  qualification,  unless  it  was 
with  the  understanding  that  the  extract  stuff,  as  detailed  in 
the  bill  of  sale,  was  to  be  removed  by  plaintiff,  as  expressed 
in  the  agreement. 

The  agreement  is  very  plain :  on  the  payment  of  a  certain 
sum,  plaintiff  was  to  have  certain  things,  and  the  defend- 
ant certain  things ;  and  to  hold  that  parties  for  so  long 
a  time  as  these  matters  required,  both  in  negotiation  and 
fulfillment,  erroneously  bound  themselves  to  do  a  certain 
thing,  expressed  in  plain  language,  whereas  they  meant  to 
do  just  the  contrary,  is  to  deprive  words  of  all  meaning  and  to 
take  from  humanity  all  power  of  reasoning  and  reflection. 

As  a  conclusion  from  not  only  the  positive,  but  the  internal 
and  probable  evidence  in  the  case,  I  do  not  find  that  there  is 
sufficient  evidence  of  niistake  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to 
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Tarrant  me  in  eettiog  aside  this  deliberate  written 
ment  made  between  the  parties.  Apart  from  that  I 
find,  even  if  the  plaintifE  were  laboring  nnder  a  mieta) 
the  defendant  was  xmder  Buch  mistake,  but  entered  i 
agreement  with  the  nnderstanding  that  it  was  the 
agreement  of  the  parties  to  be  carried  ont,  and  part< 
valne,  and  changed  his  status  as  a  stock  owner,  on  tl 
of  such  agreement. 

That  consequently,  even  if  the  plaintiff  were  mistali 
the  defendant  not,  that  there  having  been  no  rescission 
to  rescind,  so  that  the  defendant  might  be  placed  in  sto 
I  cannot  nullify  this  contract,  and  impose  on  defei 
new  one,  which  he  had  not  contemplated.  Neither 
any  evidence  of  any  willful  misleading  of  plaintiff,  or 
edge  of  any  mistake  on  the  part  of  defendant,  and  a 
kept  nnder  it,  so  that  plaintiff^  as  claimed,,  was  fraud 
misled  to  i5s  injury. 
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NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
8ara.h  J.  Gedney  agt.  Emil  TTaar. 

Motion  to  vacate  order  ofa/rrest  btfore  its  terviee, 

A,  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest  before  it  is  served,  and  before  the 
service  of  the  summons  and  complaint  on  the  defendant,  founded  upon 
a  single  affidavit  only,  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  cause  of  action  and  that 
the  bail  is  excessive,  is  premature. 

Such  an  application  cannot  be  helped  out  by  the  aid  of  section  824  of  the 
Code,  as  that  section  is  found  in  the  chapter  on  appeals,  and  relates  to 
that  subject  without  any  reference  to  the  subject  of  arrest. 

At  Special  Terrrij  November^  1875. 

This  is  a  motion  made,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  to 
vacate  an  order  of  arrest  granted  in  this  action,  by  a  judge  of 
this  court,  befoHl  service  thereof,  and  of  the  summons  accom- 
panying the  same ;  or  to  reduce  the  amount  of  bail.  To  obtain 
a  standing  in  court,  defendant  appeared  generally  in  the 
action,  and  demanded  service  of  a  copy  of  the  complaint. 

Freedman,  J. — Neither  the  order  which  is  sought  to  be 
set  aside,  nor  the  papers  on  which  it  was  granted,  were 
brought  before  me ;  and  the  motion  is  based  exclusively  upon 
an  affidavit  to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  claim  against 
the  defendant ;  and  that  the  amount  of  bail  which  defendant 
says  is  required  by  the  order  is  excessive. 

Such  a  motion  ought  not  to  be  encouraged  at  this  stage  of 
the  case. 

Section  204  of  the  Code  provides  that  a  defendant  arrested 
may,  at  any  time  before  judgment,  apply,  on  motion,  to  vacate 
the  order  of  arrest,  or  to  reduce  the  amount  of  bail. 
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Under  section  183,  the  defendant  has,  in  all  cases,  twenty 
days  after  the  service  of  the  order  of  arrest  in  which  to 
answer  the  complaint  in  the  action,  and  to  move  to  vacate 
the  order  of  arrest,  or  to  reduce  the  amount  of  bail.  But  in 
case  judgment  is  docketed  in  the  action  before  the  service  of 
the  order  upon  the  defendant,  as  provided  by  law,  the  order 
is  of  no  avail,  and  may  be  vacated  or  set  aside  on  motion. 

These  provisions  clearly  show  that  no  right  of  relief  was 
intended  to  be  conferred  before  the  actual  service  of  the 
order,  except  in  case  judgment  was  recovered  before  such 
service,  in  which  case  the  defendant  may  elect  to  defeat  either 
the  order  or  the  judgment. 

Upon  making  the  arrest,  the  sheriff  is  bound  to  deliver  to 
the  defendant  a  copy  of  the  order  and  of  the  affidavit  upon 
which  it  was  granted  {sec,  184);  and,  within  ten  days  after 
the  arrest,  he  must  file  the  original  with  the  clerk  {BiUe  6). 

As  soon  as  the  defendant  can  bring  before  the  court  the 
copies  so  served  upon  him  his  liability  to  arrest  may  be 
inquired  into  on  a  full  hearing,  either  on  the  papers  as  served 
or  on  the  merits.  If  he  be  in  actual  custody  the  inquiry 
may  be  had  on  short  notice,  pursuant  to  an  order  to  show 
cause.  . 

But  up  to  this  time  the  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the 
regularity  of  the  order. 

The  defendant  insists,  however,  that  his  application  is  regu- 
lar under  section  324,  which  provides  that  an  order  made  out 
of  court  may  be  vacated  or  modified,  without  notice,  by  the 
judge  who  made  it;  or  may  be  vacated  or  modified,  on 
notice,  in  the  manner  in  which  other  motions  are  made. 

This  section  forms  part  of  the  first  chapter,  entitled 
"  appeals  in  general, "  of  title  11  entitled  "  of  appeals  in  civil 
actions."  It  treats  of  two  classes  of  applications  for  the  vaca- 
tion or  modification  of  orders,  and  provides  for  the  manner 
in  which  they  may  be  entertained  by  the  court  or  a  judge, 
whenever  the  right  to  make  them  exists.  But  beyond  this 
no  right  of  application  is  created,  nor  is  any  time  specified 
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within  or  at  which  such  right  may  or  must  be  exercised. 
The  defendant,  therefore,  cannot  claim  that  this  section  con- 
fers upon  him  a  general  and  unlimited  right  ot  application, 
in  opposition  to  the  other  sections  of  the  Code  which  expressly 
create,  regulate  and  restrict  such  right.  This  would  be 
repugnant  to  the  rules  which  govern  in  the  construction  of 
statutes.  In  Cayuga  County  Bank  agt.  Warfidd  (13  How.^ 
439),  the  report  does  not  show  that  the  motion  was  made 
hefore  service  of  the  order. 

It  may  well  be  that,  independently  of  sections  183  and  204, 
the  court  possesses  inherent  power,  on  motion,  to  vacate  an 
order  of  arrest  granted  by  one  of  its  judges.  But,  if  such 
power  exists  at  all,  it  exists  as  part  of  the  general  power, 
which  every  court  of  record  possesses,  unless  restrained  by 
positive  enactment,  to  vacate,  on  motion,  its  judgment,  or 
process  to  prevent  a  perversion  thereof,  or  frustrate  oppres- 
sion. It  is  a  power,  the  exercise  of  which  calls  for  the 
employment  of  great  caution  and  discrimination,  and  which, 
for  that  reason,  is  exercised  in  extreme  cases  only.  The 
defendant  has  not  presented  such  a  case.  He  claims  that  the 
plaintiff  has  no  cause  of  action  against  him,  and,  consequently, 
his  objections  go  merely  to  the  merits  of  the  action  and  the 
sufficiency  of  the  grounds  upon  which  the  order  of  arrest  has 
been  obtained.  He  also  complains  that  too  much  bailis  required. 
The  plaintiff,  on  the  other  hand,  claims,  by  affidavit,  that  she 
has  a  good  cause  of  action,  and  good  grounds  for  an  arrest; 
and  that  the  amount  of  bail  required  is  not  excessive. 
Neither  side  produces  the  papers  on  which  the  judge  has 
acted.  The  defendant  cannot  do  so,  and  the  plaintiff  is  not 
bound  to  submit  them.  Under  these  circumstances,  I  am 
compelled  to  hold  that  no  case  is  made  out  for  the  interfeiv 

ence  of  the  court  before  the  execution  of  the  order, 

* 

Defendant's  motion  must  be  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs, 
but  without  prejudice  to  a  renewal  thereof  after  arrest  made. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Geobob  West  and  another  agt.  John  T.  Leb  and  another. 
Prondnory  nc^es — indors&r — when  ditcharged. 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  May  22,  1878,  that  promissory  notes  payable 
on  Sunday  should  be  deemed  to  be  due  and  payable  on  the  business 
day  next  succeeding,  is  abrogated  by  the  amendment  of  May  twenty- 
nine  of  the  same  year. 

Bills  and  notes,  when  days  of  grace  are  given,  and  the  third  day  fiaiUs  on 
Sunday,  are  still  payable  on  the  previous  Saturday,  according  to  the 
custom  of  merchants. 

Trial  Term^  December^  1875. 

Action  tried  before  the  court  without  a  jury. 

WdUhj  HaHhert  dk  Eckersony  for  plaintiff. 

E.  P.  WUdeTj  for  defendant. 

Van  Voest,  J.  —  The  action  is  to  recover  of  the  indorser 
the  amount  of  a  promissory  note.  The  note  fell  due  on  Sun- 
day, March  fourteen.  It  was  not  presented  for  payment  to 
the  maker  until  Monday  following.  It  is  now  objected  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  demand  should  have  been 
made  on  the  Saturday  previous,  and  that  the  indorser  is  dis- 
charged by  the  failure  to  demand  payment  on  that  day. 

In  The  Grocers^  Bank  agt.  McEmley,  tried  in  April,  1874, 
in  this  court,  I  had  occasion  to  examine  the  acts  of  1873,  to 
which  I  am  now  referred,  relating  to  the  demand  of  payment 
of  promissory  notes  falling  due  on  "  Sunday  "  or  "  any  holi- 
day." 

Vol.  L        40 
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Such  examinatioD  showed  that  the  act  of  Ma;  22,  1S73 
^sion  Law8,page  891),  ie  amended  by  the  act  of  May  twenty- 
ne  of  the  same  year  {page  994),  by  the  Bubetitutiou  of  a  new 
ction  in  the  place  of  the  second  Bection  of  the  act  first  above 
imed.  The  amendment  coneiatB  exclueively  in  leaving  ont 
e  words  "  on  Sunday  or." 

By  this  amendment  the  provision  contained  in  the  act  of 
ay  twenty-two,  declaring  that  notes  payable  on  Sunday 
onld  be  deemed  to  be  due  and  payable  on  the  business  day 
)st  succeeding  the  day  of  the  maturity,  is  abrogated.  Bills 
id  notes,  when  days  of  grace  are  allowable,  and  the  third 
ly  falls  on  Sunday,  are  still  payable  on  the  previous  Satnr- 
ly,  according  to  the  custom  of  merchants.  {Salter  a,^.  Bulk, 
I  Wend.,  205 ;  Edwards  on  BiUa,page  529). 
There  should  be  judgment  for  defendant. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

William  T.  Eelsey  agt.  Thomas  J.  Boubeb,  Contractor, 

et  al. 

Errforetment  of  meckaTdaf  Uem, 

In  a  proceeding  in  the  supreme  or  county  court  to  enforce  or  foreclose  a 
mechanic's  lien  under  chapter  489  of  the  Laws  of  1878,  the  provisions 
of  the  Code  have  no  application  until  after  issue  joined. 

By  section  22  of  the  act,  the  lien  created  by  the  notice  continues  for 
one  year  thereafter,  and  unless  proceedings  are  commenced  within 
that  time,  the  lien  ceases,  and  as  the  statute  requires  the  service  of  the 
notice  and  bill  of  particulars,  duly  verified,  upon  the  contractor,  a  failure 
to  serve  such  contractor  within  the  year  vitiates  the  entire  proceeding. 

Leaving  the  process  with  the  sheriff  of  the  coimty  within  the  year,  with 
intent  to  have  the  same  served  upon  the  contractor,  if  not  served  within 
the  year,  is  unavailing. 

A  personal  judgment  cannot  be  rendered  against  the  contractor,  where  all 
the  parties  defendant  are  not  served  within  the  year. 

Alhany^  January  31,  1876. 

This  was  an  action  bronght  to  enforce  a  mechanic's  lien. 
The  defendant  Kourke  entered  into  a  contract  with  defend- 
ant Palmer,  who  was  the  owner  of  the  property,  to  erect  a 
building  in  the  city  of  Albany.  At  the  request  of  Rourke, 
the  plaintiff  furnished  materials  which  were  used  in  the  con- 
struction of  the  building.  One  Ackerman,  also  a  defendant, 
likewise  furnished  materials.  All  the  parties  resided  in  the 
county  of  Albany. 

At  the  Albany  circuit,  October  6th,  1875,  this  cause  was 
referred  to  Joseph  M.  Lawson,  Esq.,  attorney  at  law,  of  the 
city  of  Albany,  to  hear  and  determine  the  same.  The  other 
facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
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H,  Z.  Washbum^  Jr.y  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  claimed  that 
this  was  an  action  within  the  meaning  of  the  Code ;  and  the 
process  having  been  left  with  the  sheriff  within  the  year,  the 
service  made  afterward  was  a  good  service  {Code^  sec,  99 ; 
The  People  agt.  Count}/ Judge,  13  Sow.  Pr.  JR.,  398). 

II.  He  also  insisted,  that  two  of  the  defendants  having  been 
served  within  the  year,  it  was  a  valid  commencement  of  the 
action. 

EdwourclJ.  Meegcm,  counsel  for  defendant  Rourke,  argued : 

I.  Proceedings  to  iippose*  and  enforce  mechanics'  liens 
have  no  foundation  in  common  law,  but  rest  and  must  find 
sv/pport  entirely  upon  the  statute  authorizing  them  (54  If. 
T.  R.,  226 ;  50  id,,  360 ;  57  Barh.,  165  ;  8  Abb.  Pr.  IN.  S.^, 
455  ;  40  How.  Pr.  H.,  94 ;  7  Da.  Reg.,  245). 

II.  The  Code  cannot  aid  the  claimant,  as  it  does  not  apply 
to  this  case. 

1.  Section  99  of  the  Code  only  applies  where  the  defend- 
ants are  joint  contractors,  or  otherwise  united  in  interest.  It 
also  speaks  of  a  summons,  not  a  "  notice,"  being  delivered  to 
the  sheriff.  Sections  128  and  129  of  the  Code  define  what 
a  summons  is,  and  it  differs  essentially  from  the  notice  pre- 
scribed by  section  6  of  chapter  489  Laws  of  1873 ;  and  stat- 
utes must  be  constfued  according  to  the  language  employed 
(54  N.  T.  R.,  226). 

2.  Besides,  this  proceeding  is  not  an  action  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Code,  but  is  a  special  proceeding.  The  Code 
provides,  "An  action  in  an  ordinary  proceeding  in  a  court  of 
justice,  by  which  a  party  prosecutes  another  party  for  the 
enforcement  or  protection  of  a  right,  the  redress  or  preven- 
tion of  a  wrong,  or  the  punishment  of  a  public  offense" 
{Code,  sec.  2). 

"Every  other  remedy  is  a  special  proceeding"  {Code, 
sec.  3). 

3.  This  is  an  "  extraordinary  proceeding ; "  it  is  a  proceed- 
ing in  rem.  (57  Bark,  165 ;  57  N.  T.  R.,  409,  415). 
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4.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  Code  has  no  application  to 
the  initiation  of  these  proceedings ;  nor  at  all  until  issue  be 
joined,  and  then  only  by  express  reference.  Thus  section  111, 
relating  to  the  prosecution  of  proceeding  in  name  of  the  real 
party  in  interest,  does  not  apply  (57  N.  Y,  -B.,  409.)  So  sec- 
tion 121,  in  reference  to  abatement  on  death  of  party  and  a 
revivor  thereof,  does  not  apply  {Leary  agt.  Oardner^  1  N.  Y. 
WeeMy  Dig.,  442). 

5.  The  whole  scope  of  the  act  shows  that  it  has  no  rela- 
tion to  the  Code. 

a.  Instead  of  a  summons  and  complaint  a  "  notice  "  and 
"  bill  of  particulars  duly  verified,"  must  be  served  {sees.  6 
and  10). 

J.  When  the  owner  or  party  in  interest  cannot  be  found, 
the  notice  may  be  left  at  his  residence  {sec.  9). 

c.  In  defaults,  damages  must  in  all  cases  be  assessed  by  the 
clerk  *(«^c.  11).      - 

d.  Costs  are  discretionary  {see.  18  ;   40  How.  Pr.  R.y  94). 

e.  Provision  is  made  for  appeals  {sec.  23). 

6.  Certain  provisions  of  the  Code  are  made  applicable. 
Thus,  section  17  provides  for  references,  as  in  section  271  of 
the  Code  ;  and  after  issue  joined  (by  section  14),  the  action  is 
to  be  tried  as  other  issues  upon  contract. 

7.  Upon  an  appeal,  giving  security,  and  the  clerk  mark- 
ing on  the  docket  "  secured  on  appeal "  does  not  affect  the 
judgment  as  in  cases  under  the  Code  (11  Ahh.  \N'.  5.],  335). 

8.  A  nonsuit  is  a  bar  to  another  action  (1  E.  D. 
Smith,  681). 

III.  The  language  of  section  20  forbids  the  claimant's 
point,  that  service  upon  the  owner  only  is  a  valid  commence- 
ment of  the  action  (Z.  1873,  sec.  20,  chap.  489).  If  Kourke 
was  not  served  at  all,  clearly  he  would  not  be  bound  by  any 
judgment  against  him  (6  Peters  R.  \_W.  5.],  61).  And 
where  the  Code  does  not  apply,  a  commencement  of  a  suit 
against  one  of  two  joint  debtors,  does  not  prevent  the  other 
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from  pleading  the  statute,  when  subsequently  brought  in  by 
process  {MeriU  agt.  Soyt,  7  Daily  Register^  661). 

The  following  opinion  was  delivered  by  the  referee : 

Action  to  enforce  or  foreclose  a  mechanic's  lien,  under 
chapter  489,  Laws  of  1873. 

Notice  to  eflfect  lien  was  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of 
Albany  county,  August  11,  1874. 

Notice  and  bill  of  particulars,  verified  in  proceedings  to 
enforce  or  foreclose  the  lien,  were  served  on  Palmer,  owner, 
and  Ackerman,  a  claimant,  August  9,  1875 ;  and  were,  on 
August  10, 1875,  delivered  to  the  sheriff  of  Albany  county 
to  be  served  on  Eourke,  contractor,  but  not  served  on  him 
until  September  2,  1875. 

Eourke  moves  for  dismissal,  on  the  ground  that  the  action 
to  foreclose  this  lien  was  not  brought  until  after  the  expira- 
tion of  one  year  after  the  filing  of  the  notice.  • 

First.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  an  action  to  foreclose  or 
enforce  a  mechanic's  lien,  under  chapter  489  of  the  Laws  of 
1873,  is  not  an  action  under  the  Code ;  and  that  the  provis- 
ions of  the  Code  are  not  applicable  thereto,  except  so  &r  as 
made  applicable  by  the  act  itself,  which,  by  section  14,  is 
only  after  the  action  has  been  commenced,  issue  joined,  and 
the  cause  put  upon  the  calendar ;  thereafter,  the  action  shall 
be  governed  and  tried,  in  all  respects,  as  issues  joined  in 
actions  upon  contracts ;  and  if  judgment  be  for  the  claimant, 
it  is  to  be  enforced  as  provided  by  this  act,  and  if  against  him, 
it  is  to  be  enforced  as  in  other  actions.  The  statute  has  its 
own  limitation  of  time  for  retaining  and  enforcing  the  lien 
obtained,  and  its  own  provisions  for  commencing  proceedings, 
and  must  be  strictly  followed,  and  the  proceedings  must  rest 
entirely  upon  it  (54  N'ew  York  Heports,  228). 

Section  471  of  the  Code  provides  that  part  3  of  the  Code 
(which  includes  that  portion  thereof  relating  to  actions  and 
the  commencement  of  them),  shall  not  affect  ^'  any  special 
statutory  remedy  not  heretofore  obtained  by  action ;  "  and 
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prior  to  the  Code  the  enforcement  of  a  mechanic's  lien  was 
by  special  proceedings  under  the  statute  giving  the  lien,  and 
not  by  action,  although,  as  now,  some  portions  of  the  pro- 
ceedings were  conducted  as  in  an  action  {See  act  of  1844, 
chap.  306 ;  4  Mm.  Stat,  p.  669). 

The  court  of  appeals  have  held,  in  HaUahan  agt.  Herbert 
et  al.  (67  ^ew  York  JR&portSy  p.  416),  that  the  proceeding 
under  this  act  to  enforce  a  lien  is  not  an  "  action "  within 
the  Code,  but  is  a  special  proceeding  {See^  alsOj  Chant  agt. 
Vandercookf  67  JSarb.y  166).  Such  being  the  case,  section 
99  of  the  Code  does  not  apply  to  these  proceedings  and  their 
commencement,  notwithstanding,  in  the  act,  the  proceeding 
is  designated  as  an  action. 

We  then  come  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  itself. 

The  provisions  of  the  mechanics'  lien  law  are  of  a  purely 
statutory  and  extraordinary  nature,  and  the  provisions  for 
their  enforcement  must  be  strictly  construed  {Boherts  &gt. 
Fowler  J  3  K  D.  Srnithy  632;  Grant  agt.  Vandercooky  87 
Barb.y  at  p.  167 ;  JSenton  et  al.  agt.  WickunrCj  64  Jfew 
Fork  H.j  at  p.  228). 

Second.  By  section  22,  it  is  provided  "  that  the  lien  cre- 
ated by  the  filing  of  the  notice  shall  continue  for  one  year 
thereafter ;  but  if,  within  such  year,  proceedings  are  com- 
menced under  this  act,  to  enforce  or  foreclose  such  lien,  then 
such  lien  shall  continue  until  judgment  is  rendered  thereon," 
&c.  Beyond  all  question,  the  lien  ceases  at  the  expiration  of 
one  year  from  the  time  of  filing  the  notice  in  the  office  of 
the  county  derk,  unless,  within  the  year,  proceedings  are 
commenced,  under  this  act,  to  enforce  or  foreclose  such  lien. 
The  reasoning  in  Orant  agt.  Vam,dercook  and  Benton  agt. 
Wiokwire  {8upra\  fully  supports  this  conclusion.  The  only 
proceedings  provided,  or  that  can  be  commenced  under  this 
act,  to  enforce  or  foreclose  the  lien,  is  the  commencement  of 
an  action  under  section  6. 

Third.  Section  6  of  the  act  of  1878  provides  that  the 
action  shall  be  commenced  by  service  of  notice,  &c.,  "  on  the 
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owner  of  the  property,  or  such  party  in  interest  as  aforesaid 
(as  defined  by  section  1),  or  his  agent,  as  well  as  upon  each 
and  every  claimant  by  whom  notice  of  lien  shall  have  been 
previously  filed,  as  well  as  upon  any  contractor,"  &c. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  action  is  not  to  be  deemed  com- 
menced until  service  of  the  notice,  &c.,  upon  all  the  parties, 
the  expression  ^'  as  well  as  "  having  the  same  significance  as 
''  also ; "  and  that  an  attempt  to  commence  it  by  service 
upon  one  or  more  parties  is  not  to  be  deemed  a  commence- 
ment thereof  under  this  act.  There  is  no  provision  in  the 
act  for  its  being  so  regarded.  It  is  only  by  his  own  delay 
that  a  claimant  may  fail  to  get  due  service  of  the  notice,  &c., 
upon  all  the  parties  (and  thereby  commence  proceedings 
under  said  act  to  enforce  his  lien)  within  one  year  from  the 
filing  of  the  notice.  Section  9  provides  for  service  by 
leaving  a  copy  at  his  last  place  of  residence,  and  publishing 
notice,  in  case  the  party  is  absent  from  the  state,  or  keeps 
himself  concealed  therein. 

Fourth.  It  must  be  held  in  this  case,  I  think,  that  the 
claimant  has  failed  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  act  in  not 
serving  the  notice  and  bill  of  particulars  verified  upon  the 
contractor,  Rourke,  within  one  year  from  the  time  his  notice 
was  filed  in  the  county  clerk's  office.  This  being  so,  the 
claimant  has  lost  such  lien  as  he  may  have  obtained  by  the 
filing  of  his  notice  on  the  11th  of  August,  1874,  and  there  is 
no  lien  in  existence  to  be  enforced  in  this  proceeding ;  and 
the  proceeding  being  m  rem  {Chant  agt.  Vcmdercooh^  supra^ 
p.  170),  and  as  (under  the  opinion  of  the  commission  of 
appeals  expressed  in  Benton  agt.  Wickwire^  supra)  a  personal 
judgment  cannot  be  rendered  in  a  proceeding  to  enforce  a 
Hen  in  a  case  where  the  lien  has  ceased,  the  proceedings  of 
the  claimant,  William  T.  Kelsey,  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 
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NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Jameb  T.  Ryan  and  another  agt.  Thb  Atlantio  Mutual 

Insubanoe  Co.  and  others. 

Aeiion  on  irmtrance  policy —  toTien  reference  wiU  be  ordered. 

In  an  action  on  a  marine  policy  of  insurance,  where  there  are  a  groat  many 
hundred  items  of  expenditure  and  loss  involved,  which  seem  to  he  items 
of  general  and  particular  average,  and  the  answer  puts  in  issue  every  one 
of  the  items,  it  presents  an  action  on  contract  involving  an  unusually  long 
account  between  the  parties,  and  is  a  proper  one  for  a  reference. 

In  such  a  case  no  constitutional  right  of  trial  by  jury  exists. 

Nor  is  a  statement,  in  general  terms,  that  difficult  questions  of  law  are 
involved  sufficient  to  defeat  an  otherwise  meritorious  application  for  a 
reference. 

The  referee  to  be  api>ointed  should  be  selected,  however,  vnth  regard  to  his 
qualifications  for  the  trial  of  the  questions  presented  by  the  issues. 

At  Special  Terrrby  October^  1875. 

MonoN  for  reference  of  issues. 

(7.  A.  Hcmdj  of  counsel  for  defendants,  for  motion. 

Charlea  E.  Whitehead^  of  counsel  for  plaintiffs,  in  opposition. 

Fbeedman,  J. —  The  complaint  is  on  a  policy  of  insurance 
fbr  $100,000  upon  a  cargo  valued  at  $400,000,  on  a  voyage 
from  New  York  to  San  Francisco,  and  it  alleges  that  the 
insurance  was  free  of  particular  average,  unless  occasioned  by 
stranding  and  amounting  to  twenty-five  per  cent ;  that  before 
the  completion  of  the  voyage  the  ship  became  stranded ;  that 
by  such  stranding  the  cargo  became  greatly  damaged ;  that  the 
Vol.  L  41 
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ship  was  necessarily  broken  up  in  recovering  the  cargo ;  that 
the  loss  greatly  exceeded  twenty-five  per  cent  of  the  value  of 
the  cargo  j  that,  in  part,  the  defendants  and  other  underwriters 
have  themselves  borne  and  sustained  such  loss,  but  that,  in 
addition,  there  was  a  loss  of  $278,274.08,  of  which  defendants 
should  pay  $69,568.62. 

The  bill  of  particulars  served  by  the  plaintiffs  contains  so 
many  hundred  items  of  expenditure  and  loss  that  none  of  the 
many  learned  counsel  who  are  engaged  in  this  case  and  the 
cases  which  are  to  abide  the  event  of  it,  so  far  as  the  question 
involved  in  this  motion  is  concerned,  could  give  me  the  precise 
.  number.  They  seem  tcJ  be  items  of  general  and  particular 
average,  and  a  great  number  and  variety  of  them  were  incur- 
red at  different  times,  and  many  seem  to  be  applicable  to  the 
ship  which  was  not  covered  by  the  policy. 

The  answer,  among  other  things,  puts  in  issue  every  one 
•  of  the  items  referred  to,  and  alleges  a  large  number  of  items 
of  expenditure  by  the  defendants  for  the  recovery  of  the 
cargo,  at  the  request  of  plaintiffs,  for  account  of  all  interests 
at  risk,  and  exceeding  the  amount  of  defendant's  liability 
under  the  policy  in  question. 

The  action  is,  therefore,  on  contract,  and  involves  an 
accounting  between  the  parties.  That  the  account  is  an  unus- 
ually long  one  is  conceded.  It  is  of  the  essence  of  plaintiffs' 
case  to  present  and  substantiate  the  items  of  general  and  par- 
ticular average,  with  a  proportion  of  which  they  seek  to 
charge  each  underwriter.  And  not  only  is  each  item  the  sub- 
ject of  examination,  but  its  proper  place  and  distribution 
with  reference  to  each  interest  and  each  other  item  must  also 
be  determined. 

In  such  a  case  no  constitutional  right  of  trial  by  jury 
exists.  Batchdor  agt.  Albany  City  Ins.  Co,  (1  Sweenej/y  346), 
is  still  good  law,  whenever  the  complaint  contains  a  cause  of 
action  on  contract  and  the  trial  of  the  issues  involves  the 
examination  of  a  long  account  on  either  side  {Ma/ryott  agt. 
Thayer^  39  Superior  Ct  jB.,  417). 
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Kor  is  a  statement  in  general  terms,  that  difficult  questions 
of  law  are  involved,  sufficient  to  defeat  an  otherwise  merito- 
rious application  for  a  reference  {Patterson  agt.  Stettav^r^  1 
S^uperior  Ct.  JS.,  413). 

It  being  next  to  impossible  to  have  the  issues  involved  in 
this  case  determined  bj  a  jury,  and  a  trial  in  open  court, 
without  a  jury,  involving,  as  it  would,  an  undue  consump- 
tion of  public  time  upon  mere  matters  of  account,  to  the 
exclusion  of  other  more  legitimate  and  pressing  business, 
being  equally  open  to  serious  objection,  defendants'  motion 
for  a  reference  of  all  the  issues  must  prevail. 

The  referee  to  be  appointed  should  be  selected,  however, 
with  regard  to  his  qualifications  for  the  trial  of  the  questions 
presented  by  the  issues ;  and  for  that  purpose  the  parties  may 
have  a  reasonable  time  to  agree  among  themselves. 
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SUPKEME  COUKT. 

Sophia  E.  Embury  agt.  Henry  K.  Sheldon,  Executor,  &c., 

et  al. 

Canstruetion  ofwiU — transmismn  of  equitable  estates. 

The  testator  devised  to  his  executors  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  to 
receive  the  rents,  income  and  profits  thereof,  during  the  life  of  his  son 
James  W.,  with  directions  to  pay  the  same  to  his  sons  and  daughter 
the  trust  to  terminate  upon  the  death  of  James  W.,  when  he  devised 
the  principal  of  his  estate  to  his  sons  and  daughter.  The  will  contained 
a  provision,  that  in  case  of  the  death  of  either  of  his  children,  leaving 
lawful  issue,  the  issue  should  take,  of  income  and  principal,  the  same 
share  which  the  parent  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  living. 

Held,  that  upon  the  death  of  one  of  the  testator^s  sons  before  the  termination 
of  the  trust,  leaving  a  widow  and  one  son,  the  son  succeeded  to  all  the 
rights  of  his  father  in  the  trust  estate;  and  upon  the  death  of  her  son 
intestate,  leaving  his  mother  him  surviving,  the  mother,  as  next  of  kin 
and  heiress  at  law,  succeeded  to  the  interest  of  her  son  in  the  trust 
estate. 

New  York  Special  Terrriy  December ^  1874. 

Demurrer  to  complaint. 

Daniel  Embury,  deceased,  in  and  by  the  fifkh  paragraph 
of  his  will,  devised  and  bequeathed  to  his  executors,  tiamed 
in  the  will,  all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  his  estate, 
real  and  personal,  to  have  and  hold  the  same  in  trust  for  the 
following  purposes : 

1.  To  receive  the  rents,  incomes,  issues  and  profits  thereof, 
for  and  during  the  lifetime  of  the  wife  of  the  testator,  and 
to  apply  the  same  during  the  life  of  liis  wife  as  was  directed 
in  his  will. 

After  the  death  of  his  wife,  in  trust  to  receive  the  rents, 
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issues,  income  and  profits,  for  and  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator's  son  James  W.  Embury,  and  after  paying  all  neces- 
sary expenses,  to  pay  the  net  amount  to  his  daughter,  Anna 
R.  Sheldon,  his  son  James  William  Embury,  in  trust  for  the 
support  of  himself,  his  wife  and  children,  and  his  sons  Daniel 
and  Philip  Augustus,  in  equal  proportions ;  and  irpon  the 
death  of  James  W.  Embury,  the  trust  was  to  terminate. 
Upon  the  termination  of  the  trust,  the  testator  devised  and 
bequeathed  the  said  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  his  estate 
as  follows :  .one-fourth  part  thereof  to  his  daughter,  Anna  R. 
Sheldon,  one-fourth  part  thereof  to  the  children  of  his  son 
James  W.  Embury,  one-fourth  part  thereof  to  his  son  Daniel, 
and  one-fourth  part  thereof  to  his  son  Philip  Augustus. 

The  will  contained  a  provision  that  in  case  of  the  death  of 
Anna,  Daniel  or  Philip,  leaving  lawful  issue,  such  issue 
should  take  of  income,  as  well  as  principalf  the  share  which 
the  parent  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  living.  But  should 
no  lawful  issue  survive  them,  the  share  of  the  one  so  dying 
should  go  to  the  survivors  of  the  last  above  named  person, 
and  the  children  of  his  son  James  W.,  in  equal  proportions. 

Before  the  death  of  the  testator,  his  wife,  and  his  son 
Philip  Augustus,  without  issue,  departed  this  life. 

After  the  death  of  the  testator,  his  son  Daniel  died,  leaving 
a  widow,  the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  and  one  son,  Louis 
Embury,  who  died  intestate,  without  leaving  lawful  issue. 

The  plaintiff  claims  that  she  is  entitled  to  the  share  or 
interest  in  the  estate  to  which  her  husband  was  entitled 
during  his  life,  under  the  will  of  his  father,  viz.,  to  one-third 
part  of  the  rents,  incomes,  issues  and  profits  of  the  trust 
estatej  during  the  life  of  James  W.  Embury. 

C.  A.  Peabodyj  for  plaintiff. 

B.  T.  Eisscum^  for  defendants. 

Van  Vobst,  J,  —  By  the  express  provisions  of  the  will  of 
his  father,  the  share  of  Philip  Augustus,  in  the  trust  estate. 
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went  to  his  brothers  and  sisters ;  and  as  there  were  three  sur- 
viving children,  Anna,  Daniel,  and  James  W.,  each  took,  at 
the  death  of  the  testator,  one-third  part  of  the  trust  estate. 

Tlie  estate  was  devised  to  the  trustees  to  receive  the  rents, 
incorae  and  profits,  and  to  pay  the  same  over  to  the  cestui 
qtce  trusts  in  equal  parts.    . 

The  trust  was  to  continue  during,  and  to  end  with,  the  life 
of  James  W.  Embury. 

The  testator  did  not  intend  that  the  share  of  either  of  the 
beneficiaries  in  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  should,  upon  his 
or  her  death,  during  the  trust  term,  absolutely  go  to  the  sur- 
viving beneficiaries. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  distinctly  declared  in  the  will,  that 
in  case  of  the  death  of  either  of  the  devisees,  legatees  and 
beneficiaries,  leaving  lawful  issue  surviving  them,  such  issue 
should  take  of  inoome,  as  well  as  principal,  the  share  which 
the  parent  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  living;  but  should 
no  lawful  issue  survive  them,  the  share  of  the  one  so  dying 
*  should  go  to  the  survivors  of  the  children  of  James  W.,  in 
equal  proportions. 

Now,  the  share  to  which  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled,  had  he  lived,  was  one-third  of  the  rents,  income  and 
profits,  until  the  trust  should  terminate  with  the  death  of 
James  W. 

Upon  the  death  of  Daniel,  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff, 
during  the  life  of  James  W.,  by  force  of  the  will,  his  son 
Louis  succeeded  to  all  his  right  and  interest  in  the  trust 
estate. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  upon  the  death  of  Louis,  intes- 
tate, his  mother,  the  plaintiff,  as  sole  heiress  at  law  and  next 
of  kin,  became  entitled  to  the  interest  of  her  deceased  son  in 

« 

the  tiiist  estate,  and  to  his  proportion  of  the  rents,  issues  and 
profits  thereof,  being  the  one-third  thereof,  to  be  received 
and  enjoyed  by  her  until  the  death  of  James  "W.,  when  the 
trust  will  end  and  become  executed  in  the  devisees  and  lega- 
tees to  whom  the  principal  of  the  estate  is  given. 
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Equitable  estates  follow  the  rules  of  legal  estates  as  to  their 
descent. 

The  rules  of  law  which  regulate  the  dissolution  or  trans- 
mission of  estates,  have  been  by  analogy  extended  to  trusts ; 
and  whatever  would  be  the  rule  of  law  if  it  were  a  legal 
estate,  has  been  applied  by  the  court  of  chancery  to  a 
trust  estate  (1  jSpence  Ec[.  P.,  502 ;  Perry  on  Trusts^  sec.  357 ; 
VroxaU  agt.  Sherard^  5  Wallace^  268 ;  BusKs  Appeal^  33 
Penn.  S.  JS.,  SS\ 

In  conclusion,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  upon  the 
death  of  the  father,  his  estate  and  interest  under  the  trust 
passed,  under  the  will  in  question,  to  his  son  Louis ;  that  the 
interest  of  Louis  extends  to  the  termination  of  the  trust  by 
the  death  of  James  W.  The  estate  and  interest  so  received 
by  Lonis,  at  his  death,  passed  to  his  heir  at  law  and  next  of 
kin,  the  plaintiff,  who  is  entitled  to  one-third  of  the  rents, 
income  and  profits  of  the  trust  estate. 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the 
demurrer. 
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SUPREME  COURT.      . 

Eleanor  E.  Brandon,  Executrix  of  Nicholas  Brandon, 
deceased,  agt.  Abram  W.  Brandon  and  others,  infants, 
by  Burton  G.  Morss,  their  Guardian,  and  Burton  G. 
MoRSS,  General  Guardian,  &c. 

OdnstrucUon  of  a  tDia — a  de  facto  trustee  authorized  to  recover  from  the 
estate  moneys  expended  by  Mm  individually^  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate. 

The  provision  of  the  will  in  question  was  as  follows:  **  I  do  hereby  will  in 
trust  to  my  wife,  Elizabeth,  all  my  property,  both  personal  and  real, 
whatsoever,  and  wheresoever,  during  her  lifetime.  In  consideration  of 
which,  it  shall  be  her  duty  to  care,  provide  and  educate  our  children 
untU  they  are  of  age.  After  her  death,  all  the  real  estate  which  may  be 
found,  is  to  be  divided  equally  among  my  sons;  and  all  ihy  personal 
property  which  shall  be  found  then  shall  be  equally  divided  among  my 
daughters.  This  is  my  last  will  and  testament,  and  it  is  my  desire  that 
the  spirit  as  well  as  the  letter  thereof  may  be  carried  out." 

There  were  no  executors  named  in  the  will,  and  the  widow,  Elizabeth, 
and  the  brother  of  the  deceased,  Nicholas,  were  appointed  administratrix 
and  administrator  with  the  will  annexed.  There  were  eight  children, 
all  minors,  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 

The  administratrix,  aided  by  the  administrator,  took  the  charge  and  man- 
agement of  the  estate  and  the  support  of  the  children  in  pursuance  of 
the  provisions  of  the  will  for  about  two  years,  when  the  administratrix 
died,  leaving  the  administrator  in  sole  charge,  who  proceeded  with  the 
same  management  and  care  of  the  family  as  was  done  prior  to  the  death 
of  the  administratrix  for  about  two  years,  when  one  of  the  defendants 
herein  was  appointed  as  a  guardian  for  the  infant  heirs,  and  a  general 
guardian,  to  whom  the  administrator  delivered  up  the  control  and  man- 
agement of  the  estate  —  having  during  his  management  expended  some- 
thing over  $200  of  his  own  funds  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate. 

The  administrator  having  subsequently  died,  his  executrix  brings  this 
action  to  recover  the  amount  of  money  expended  by  the  administrator 
out  of  his  private  funds  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendants*  estate.  The 
defense  is  that  such  expenditure  was  made  without  lawful  authority— 
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that  it  was  expended  generally  without  reference  to  any  one  child — that 
on  the  death  of  their  mother,  the  female  children  took  the  personal  estate 
and  the  male  the  real,  and  the  grant  of  the  relief  prayed  for  will  take 
the  share  of  one  child  and  give  it  to  another. 

Beld^  that  the  disposition  of  this  case  turns  upon  the  construction  of  the 
will  mentioned.  The  letter  of  the  will  does  provide  for  a  division  of  the 
estate  among  the  children  on  the  death  of  the  mother;  but  the  spmt  of 
the  will,  which  evidences  the  intent  of  the  testator,  also  provides  that  the 
devise  to  the  widow  and  mother,  of  the  whole  estate,  is  upon  **  the  con- 

•  sideration  that  she  should  care,  provide  and  educate  our  children  until 
they  are  of  age."  The  object  of  the  will  was  to  provide  for  the  children 
during  their  minority  from  the  whole  estate,  and  it  follows  that  the  real 
estate  would  be  divided  among  the  male  children  and  the  personal 
among  the  female  —  only  after  such  object  had  been  accomplished,  and 
not  immediately  upon  the  death  of  their  mother.  This  disposes  of  the 
objection  that  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  may  take  from  the 
share  of  one  child  to  pay  the  debt  of  another. 

This  being  strictly  an  equitable  action  the  statute  limitation  of  ten  years 
applies  to  it. 

Greene  Circuity  February^  1874. 

James  B,  Olney  &  Rufu%  W.  Watsdn^  for  plaintiff. 

RufuB  H.  King^  for  defendants. 

Westbrook,  J, — Lucas  E.  Brandon  departed  this  life  in 
March,  1859,  leaving  his  widow,  Elizabeth,  and  several 
minor  children  him  surviving.  He  also  left  a  last  will  and 
testament,  which  was  duly  admitted  to  probate  by  the  surro- 
gate of  Greene  county,  in  April,  1859.  The  will  named  no 
person  as  the  executor  thereof,  and  the  widow,  Elizabeth,  and 
his  brother  Nicholas,  both  now  deceased,  were  appointed  the 
administratrix  and  administrator  thereof,  with  the  will 
annexed,  by  the  surrogate. 

The  will,  after  providing  for  the  payment  of  his  debts  and 
funeral  expenses,  declared :  "  I  do  hereby  will  in  trust  to 
my  wife,  Elizabeth,  all  my  property,  both  personal  and  real, 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  during  her  lifetime.  In  con- 
sideration of  which  it  shall  be  her  duty  to  care,  provide  and 
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educate  our  children,  until  they  are  of  age.  After  her  death, 
all  the  real  estate  which  may  be  found  is  to  be  divided 
equally  among  my  sons;  and  all  my  personal  property,  which 
shall  be  found  then,  shall  be  equally  divided  among  my 
daughters.  This  is  my  last  will  and  testament,  and  it  is  my 
desire  that  the  spirit  as  well  as  the  letter  thereof  may  be 
carried  out." 

With  the  aid  and  assistance  of  Nicholas,  the  widow  endeav- 
ored to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  will,  the  children 
being  all  maintained  by  her  as  her  own  family,  and  out  of 
the  common  estate.  This  continued  for  the  space  of  about 
two  years,  when  the  widow  also  died,  she  departing  this  life 
in  March,  1861,  After  her  death,  Nicholas,  the  uncle  of 
the  children,  and  the  co-administrator  with  the  will  annexed 
of  Lucas,  took  care  of  the  family  and  property  for  about  two 
years  more,  and  until  August,  1863,  when  the  defendant, 
Burton  G.  Morss,  was  appointed  the  general  guardian  of  the 
said  infants,  and  to  him  Nicholas  surrendered  the  estate.  In 
the  management  of  the  estate  and  providing  for  the  chil- 
dren Nicholas  expended,  out  of  his  own  means,  the  sum  of 
$219.69,  which  has  not  been  repaid  to  him.  There  is  no  pre- 
tense or  question  but  that  this  money  was  honestly,  judi- 
ciously and  properly  expended  for  the  benefit  of  tlie  children 
and  estate,  and  that  this  sum  is  honestly  his  due,  but  it  is 
contended  that  he  had  no  lawful  authority  to  make  the  expen- 
diture ;  that  it  was  expended  generally,  without  any  reference 
to  any  one  child,  and  that  on  the  death  of  their  mother  the 
female  children  took  the  personal  estate,  and  the  male  the 
real,  abd  the  grant  of  the  relief  prayed  for  will  take  the 
share  of  one  child  and  give  it  to  another ;  and  that  the  whole 
claim  is  barred  by  the  stt^tute  of  limitations. 

The  disposition  of  this  case  turns  upon  the  construction  of 
the  will  of  Lucas  E.,  the  portions  of  which  bearing  upon  the 
question  to  be  considered  have  been  given.  Fortunately  the 
instrument  itself  declares  the  manner  of  its  interpretation,  for 
the  testator  has  said :  "  It  is  my  desire  that  the  affairs  of  my 
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estate  shall  be  managed  prudently,  and  that  the  spirit,  as  well 
as  the  letter  thereof,  may  be  carried  out."  Guided  l>y  this 
rule,  may  we  not  ask :  How  could  the  children  be  cared, 
provided  for  and  educated,  "  until  they  are  of  age,"  if  the 
estate  was  to  be  distributed  among  them  immediately  upon 
the  death  of  their  mother  ?  The  "  letter  "  does  provide  for 
such  a  distribution,  but,  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  "  spirit "  does 
not.  When  Lucas  died,  the  children  (there  were  eight)  were 
all  minors,  the  eldest  not  fourteen,  and  the  youngest  less  than 
one  year  old.  Did  he  intend  that  the  provision  which  he 
had  made  for  the  support  and  education  of  these  children 
until  they  attained  their  majority,  should  be  abrogated  and 
cease  with  the  life  of  their  mother  ?  There  was  no  guarantee 
for  her  life  for  an  hour  after  his  death,  and  yet  he  asks  that 
his  "  estate  shall  be  managed  prudently  ;"  that  "  the  spirit, 
as  well  as  the  letter,"  of  the  will  may  be  carried  out.  The 
will  plainly  looks  to  the  management  of  the  estate,  as  a  whole, 
prudently,  that  the  object  thereof  might  be  accomplished. 
What  was  that  object  ?  The  devise  was  of  the  whole,  real 
and  personal,  to  the  widow  and  mother,  upon  the  "  considera- 
tion "  that  she  should  "  care,  provide  and  educate  our 
children  until  they  are  of  age."  This  was  the  sacred  and 
express  trust  created  by  the  will — one  near  and  dear  to  his 
heart  —  and,  to  accomplish  which,  he  expresses  the  desire 
that  the  "  estate  should  be  prudently  managed." 

When  the  will  of  Lucas  E.  was  before  this  court  for  con- 
struction, though  Elizabeth  was  still  living,  the  possibility  of 
her  death  before  the  completion  of  her  trust  must  have  been 
apparent ;  and  yet,  in  view  of  such  a  possibility,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  was,  that  the  whole  estate  of  Lucas  passed 
to  his  widow,  to  be  expended,  if  necessary,  "  for  the  mainte- 
nance and  education  of  the  said  children  during  their 
minority."     In  this  decision  I  most  fully  concur. 

The  object  of  the  will,  then,  being  to  provide  for  the 
children,  during  their  minority,  from  the  whole  estate,  it 
follows  that  the  real  estate  would  be  divided  among  the  male 
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children,  and  the  persona]  among  the  female,  only  after  such 
object  had  been  accomplished,  and  not  immediately  upon  the 
death  of  their  mother.  This  the  "  spirit"  of  the  will  requires, 
if  the  exact  "  letter  "  does  not,  and  the  former,  the  testator 
has  declared,  shall  be  our  guide  as  well  as  the  latter.  This 
view  disposes  of  the  objection  that  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  may  take  from  the  share  of  one  child  to  pay  the 
debt  of  another.  Neither  child,  if  we  have  correctly  inter- 
preted the  will,  had  any  share  until  all  had  been  cared  for 
and  educated  up  to  their  arrival  at  full  age.  No  other  con- 
struction of  the  instrument  would  carry  out  its  object,  or 
distribute  the  property  equally.  If  the  estate  were  divided 
among  the  several  children  immediately  upon  the  death  of 
their  mother,  it  is  manifest  that  the  oldest  child,  who  had,  up 
to  that  date,  been  cared  for  and  educated  from  the  common 
fund,  would,  in  what  he  then  obtained,  and  what  he  had  prior 
to  that  time  received,  derive  a  larger  benefit  from  his  father's 
property  than  the  youngest.  And  what  is  true  of  the  oldest 
and  youngest  is  true,  though  the  proportions  may  be  less,  of 
each  and  all  the  others. 

•  Upon  the  death  of  the  mother  this  court  would  have 
appointed  another  in  her  stead  to  discharge  the  trust  created 
by  the  will.  No  application,  however,  for  that  purpose  was 
made,  and  Nicholas,  whose  estate  the  present  plaintiff  repre- 
sents, doubtless  supposing  that  his  duties  as  administrator 
with  the  will  annexed  so  required,  proceeded  in  good  faith  to 
do  that  which  the  father  had  previously  committed  to  the 
mother.  In  shdrt,  he  did  precisely  that  which  the  court 
would  have  authorized  him  to  do  had  he,  or  any  one  in  behalf 
of  the  children,  applied  to  appoint  him  the  trustee  in  lieu  of 
his  deceased  sister-in-law. 

This  brings  us  face  to  face  with  this  question :  Will  a  court 
of  equity  regard  that  as  illegally  done  which  was  performed 
in  good  faith,  and  with  an  honest  intention,  by  an  individual 
whom  the  court  would  have  appointed  for  that  very  purpose ! 
It  is  true  that  the  exercise  of  such  trusts  by  defaoto^  and  not 
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de  jurcy  trustees,  are  not  to  be  encouraged,  and  great  care 
should  be  taken  to  sanction  no  transaction  not  performed 
honestly,  and  the  party  in  good  faith  supposing  that  he  was 
acting  legally.  Within  these  limitations,  I  know  of  no  prin- 
ciple of  either  law  or  of  equity  which  will  prevent  this  court 
from  doing  exact  justice  to  parties. 

In  this  case  the  bills  and  vouchers  presented,  and  all  the 
facts,  show  an  honest  and  real  expenditure  of  money  for  the 
benefit  of  infants  —  an  expenditure  the  integrity  of  which  is 
not  even  questioned  —  would  it  be  just  to  afford  the  estate, 
which  the  plaintiff  represents,  no  relief?     We  think  not. 

The  action  which  is  to  be  determined  is  one  of  a  strictly 
equitable  character.  No  suit  at  common  law  conld  ever  have 
been  entertained.  A  de  facto  trustee  applies  to  a  court  oi 
equity  to  give  him  relief  against  the  estate  of  the  cestui  que 
trusts  for  money  honestly  expended.  He  concedes  he  has  no 
remedy  by  ordinary  common-law  action,  but  invokes  the  good 
conscience  of  a  tribunal  vested  with  th§  powers  of  the  old 
court  of  chancery  to  give  him  relief.  Such  an  action,  if 
barred  at  all  by  lapse  of  time  (it  being  a  transaction  between 
trustee  and  cestui  que  trtcsts)^  would  require  ten  years. 

The  result  of  my  examination  is,  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  judgment.  The  findings  of  law  and  fact  will  be 
prepared  by  the  attorneys  of  the  plaintiff,  and  settled  on 
notice  to  the  attorneys  of  the  defendants.  When  settled, 
they  will  be  entered  as  found  by  the  jury,  and  the  judgment 
of  the  court  pronounced  thereon.  If  parties  prefer,  there 
need  be  no  verdict,  but  the  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of 
law  may  both  be  by  the  court. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Ellen  O'Donnbll  agt.  Thomas  B.  Kerb  and  others. 

Judgment,  when  its  lien  limited  or  removed  —  mfe,  conveyance  to,  from  htuband, 
through  third  party — parol  evidence  as  to  the  purpose  of  a  conveyance, 
allowable. 

A  court  of  eqaity  will  recognize  and  protect  the  equitable  rights  of  third 
parties,  against  what  appears  to  be  a  legal  lien,  and  will  limit  that  lien 
to  the  actual  interest  which  a  judgment  debtor  had  in  the  estate. 

The  lien  of  a  judgment  will  be  removed  by  the  decree  of  a  court  of  equity, 
when  the  judgment  debtor  holds  the  estate  merely  as  a  naked  trustee  for 
another,  or  when  there  is  a  subsisting,  equitable  claim  in  favor  of  a  third 
party  against  the  premises,  prior  in  point  of  time  to  the  lien  of  the 
judgment  , 

When  a  husband,  the  owner  of  a  house  and  lot,  was  about  to  go  to  sea,  and 
was  desirous  of  conveying  the  same  to  his  wife,  and  for  this  purpose,  by 
the  advice  of  his  lawyer,  conveyed  the  same  without  consideration  to 
a  third  party,  upon  the  understanding  that  such  third  party  should 
immediately  convey  the  same  to  the  wife,  and  the  conveyance  to  such 
third  party  and  from  him  to  the  wife,  were  made  instantaneously:  EM, 
that  a  judgment  theretofore  docketed  against  such  third  party,  and  then 
existing,  was  not  a  lien  upon  the  premises,  as  against  the  equitable  interest 
of  the  wife  in  the  premises. 

Also,  hdd,  that  it  was  proper  to  show  by  parol  evidence,  the  puTXK>se  for 
which  the  conveyance  to  such  third  party  was  made,  and  the  interest 
of  the  wife  in  the  premises. 

New  York  Special  Terniy  October,  1875. 

Archibald  F.  Cvshmam,,  for  plaintiff. 

Samuel  Jones,  for  defendant. 

Van  Voest,  J. — In  the  year  1868,  the  plaintMPs  husband, 
being  the  owner  of  the  premises  mentioned  and  described  in 
the  complaint,  and  being  about  to  go  to  sea,  was  desirous  ot 
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vesting  his  wife  with  the  title.  To  eflFect  a  conveyance  to 
his  wife  he  was  advised,  by  his  counsel,  to  do  so  through  the 
medium  of  Francis  Gillen. 

The  understanding  between  the  plaintiff's  husband  and 
Gillen  being,  that  the  former  should  convey  to  the  latter, 
without  consideration,  and  the  latter  should  immediately  con- 
vey the  premises  to  the  wife,  the  plaintiff  herein,  so  as  to 
vest  the  title  in  her  exclusively.  This  arrangement  was 
carried  out.  The  conveyances  were  prepared.  The  deed 
from  the  plaintiff's  husband  to  Gillen,  and  that  from  Gillen 
to  the  'wife,  were  both  executed  in  the  same  interview,  and 
in  the  presence  of  all  the  parties.  The  papers  were  then 
taken  by  the  wife,  and  the  husband  went  to  sea. 

The  plaintiff's  husband  paid  all  the  expenses  of  the 
conveyances. 

Gillen  was  never  in  possession,  but  the  plaintiff  and  her 
husband  have  always  remained  in  possession.  No  considera- 
tion was  paid  or  received  by  Gillen.  Gillen  received  the 
conveyance  from  the  plaintiff's  husband  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  enabling  him  to  convey  the  land  to  the  wife. 

Under  such  circumstances,  a  judgment  theretofore  recov- 
ered and  docketed  against  Gillen,  in  favor  of  one  or  more  of 
his  creditors,  would  not  constitute  a  lien  on  the  premises. 

A  court  of  equity  will  recognize  and  protect  the  equitable 
rights  of  third  parties  against  what  appears  to  be  a  legal  lien  ; 
and  will  limit  that  lien  to  the  actual  interest  which  the  judg- 
ment debtor  had  in  the  estate  {Kiersted  agt.  Avery ^  4  Paige^ 
9,  15).  In  truth,  Gillen  had  no  interest  in  the  land  upon 
which  a  lien  could  operate. 

The  lien  of  a  judgment  will  be  removed  by  the  decree  of 
a  court  of  equity  when  the  judgment  debtor  holds  the  legal 
estate  in  the  land  merely  as  a  naked  trustee  for  another ;  or 
when  there  is  a  subsisting  equitable  claim  in  favor  of  a  third 
party  against  the  premises,  prior  in  point  of  time  to  the  lien 
of  the  judgment  {Morris  agt.  Mowatt^  2  Paige,  586 ;  Sie- 
mon  agt.  Schurck,  29  iV^.  F.,  598). 
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The  lien  of  the  judgment  is  overreached  and  displaced  by 
the  superior  right  and  interest  in  the  plaintiff  to  a  convey- 
ance of  the  land,  as  clear  of  incumbrance  as  it  was  when 
conveyed  to  Gillen  {EUs  agt  Toiisley^  1  Paige^  280 ;  Free- 
man on  Judgments^  sees.  848  and  357). 

In  Buchan  Agt.  Sumner  {2  Barb.  <7A.,  165),  it  was  held 
that  a  court  of  chancery  will  so  control  the  legal  lien  of  the 
judgment  creditor  as  to  restrict  it  to  the  actual  interest  of  the 
judgment  debtor  in  the  property,  so  as  to  fully  protect  the 
rights  of  those  who  have  a  prior  equitable  interest  in  such 
.property,  or  in  the  proceeds  thereof. 

It  was  proper  to  show,  by  parol  evidence,  the  purpose  for 
which  the  conveyance  to  Gillen  was  made ;  and  the  interest 
of  the  plaintiff  in  the  premises  {Swinburne  agt  Swinburne^ 
28  iT.  y.,  568). 

It  must,  therefore,  be  adjudged,  in  this  action,  that  Francis 
Gillen  had  no  interest  in  the  premises  upon  which  the  judg- 
ment in  question  could  be,  or  was,  a  lien;  and  that  the 
defendants  have  no  lien  or  claim  on  the  premises  by  reason 
of  the  judgment  obtained  by  them  against  Gillen  ;  and  that 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  accordingly,  but  without 
costs. 
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Michael  H.  Oashman,  plaintifi  and  reBpondent,  agt. 
William  R.  Mabtin,  Baohal  J.  Arbona,  William  H. 
Platt  et  al.y  defendants  and  appellants. 

Tender^wTien  inerfectual — eandHional — waiver — equities  qf  mortgagee  and 

purehamr. 

To  make  a  ralid  tender,  the  money  must  be  actually  produced  and  offered 
to  the  creditor  without  imposing  any  conditions  or  restrictions  what- 
erer. 

Where  the  plaintiff  stated  to  defendant's  agent  that  if  the  interest  was  not 
paid  on  that  day  he  would  commence  an  action  of  foreclosure  on  the 
following  day,  Uiis  plainly  showed  that  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  will- 
ing to  accept  the  interest 

The  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  waive  any  claim  he  had  by  reason  of  the 
default  by  the  defendants  in  the  payment  of  the  taxes  and  assessments 
on  the  property  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  right  to  have  his  interest 
paid  to  him. 

A  subsequent  purchaser  from  the  original  grantee  of  an  undivided  portion 
of  the  premises,  not  having  assumed  payment  of  any  portion  of  the 
mortgage  given  by  the  grantee,  cannot  compel  the  mortgagee,  whose 
mortgage  covers  the  whole  premises,  to  sell  them  on  foreclosure  of  the 
mortgage,  in  the  inverse  order  of  alienation. 

This  rule  has  no  application  to  a  mere  undivided  interest  in  the  premises, 
and  will  not  be  applied  where  the  court  can  see  that  its  enforcement 
might  prejudice  the  mortgagee  in  the  collection  of  his  debt.  The 
mortgagee's  equity  is  superior  to  that  of  the  purchaser. 

General  Term,  Novemler,  1875. 

Before  Daly,  Ch.  e/".,  LoBw  cmd  Larbbmobb,  JJ. 

Apfbal  by  the  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  foreclosure 
and  sale  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  at  an  equity  term 
oi  this  court. 
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John  E,  Burrill^  for  defendants,  appellants. 
Townsend  WandeUj  for  plaintiff,  respondent. 

LoEW,  J.  —  This  action  was  brought  to  foreclose  a  pur- 
chase-money mortgage  for  $18,000,  made  by  the  defendant 
Martin  to  the  plaintiff,  and  covering  four  lots  of  land  on 
the  north-west  corner  of  Eleventh  avenue  and  Seventy-eighth 
street,  in  this  city,  on  the  ground  of  default  in  the  payment 
of  the  interest. 

The  defendants  Martin  and  Arbona,  among  other  things, 
set  up  in  their  answers  that  the  former  duly  offered  and 
tendered  to  the  plaintiff  the  interest  in  question  before  the 
expiration  of  time  to  which  he  was,  by  a  clause  contained  in 
the  said  mortgage  and  the  bond  secured  thereby,  limited, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  refused  to  accept  the  same.  But  this 
plea  of  tender  is  clearly  untenable.  The  money  must  be 
actually  produced  and  offered  to  the  creditor  without  impos- 
ing any  conditions  or  restrictions  whatever  in  order  to 
amount  to  a  valid  tender  {/Strong  agt.  Bldkej  46  Barh.^  227 ; 
Roosevelt  agt.  BuWb  Head  Banh^  45  id,^  679).  Here  no 
money  was  produced  or  tendered.  Indeed,  it  would  seem 
from  the  testimony  that  Mr.  Kissick,  the  defendants'  agent 
or  messenger,  did  not  even  have  the  money  with  him  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  tender. 

The  claim  made,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  the 
plaintiff,  by  what  he  said  or  did  on  the  occasion  when  Mr. 
Kissick  called  on  him,  wafved  a  formal  offer  or  tender  of  the 
interest  and  rendered  the  same  unnecessary  is  equally 
unfounded.  There  is  a  class  of  cases  in  which  a  formal 
tender  or  demand  would  be  superfluous  and  unnecessary* 
For  instance,  a  demand  would  be  useless,  and  therefore 
unnecessary,  where  a  party  has  previously  declared  either 
his  inability  or  unwillingness  to  comply  with  it.  So,  also,  a 
tender  would  be  but  an  idle  ceremony,  and,  for  that  reason, 
need  not  be  made,  in  certain  cases,  to  a  party  who  states 
in  advance  that  he  will  not  receive  the  money  or  thing  to  be 
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tendered.  But  the  present  case  does  not  come  within  the 
principle  of  the  cases  alluded  to.  The  plaintiff  did  not  say 
that  he  would  not  receive  the  interest.  On  the  contrarj^, 
Mf.  Kissick  testified  that  he  said  if  the  same  was  not  paid 
that  day  he  would  commence  an  action  of  foreclosure  on 
the  following  day.  This  plainly  shows  that  the  plaintiff  was 
ready  and  willing  to  accept  the  interest. 

The  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  waive  any  claim  he  had  by 
reason  of  the  default,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  in  the 
payment  of  the  taxes  and  assessments  on  the  property  as 
a  condition  precedent  to  his  right  to  have  the  interest  paid  to 
him.  It  does  not  clearly  appear  from  the  evidence  that  the 
plaintiff  ever  made  any  claim  against  the  defendants,  or  any 
one  of  them,  on  account  of  the  non-payment  of  the  taxes 
and  assessments.  In  fact,  he  testified  that  he  was  not  aware 
that  the  taxes  and  assessments  on  the  property  were  in 
arrears  until  after  the  commencement  of  this  action.  Assu- 
ming, however,  that  he  did  make  such  a  claim,  the  defend- 
ants were  not  justified  in  refusing  to  pay  the  interest  unless 
the  plaintiff  waived  the  same.  They  should  have  paid  or 
tendered  the  interest  without  insisting  on  any  terms  or 
imposing  any  qualifications  or  conditions.  If  the  taxes  and 
assessments  were  in  reality  unpaid  and  in  arrear  for  the  space 
.  of  six  months,  then  by  a  clause  in*  the  mortgage  the  prin- 
cipal became  due  and  payable  at  the  option  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  he  could  not  be  required  to  relinquish  his  right  to  bring 
an  action  of  foreclosure  on  account  of  such  non-payment  in 
order  to  entitle  him  to  the  interest.  If,  on  the  other  hand, 
there  was  no  such  default  in  the  payment  of  the  taxes  and 
assessments  as  is  contemplated  by  the  clause  referred  to, 
any  claim  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  made  in  reference 
thereto  could  not  have  injured  the  defendants,  as  they  would 
have  had  a  perfect  defense  to  an  action  of  foreclosure  brought 
on  that  ground. 

It  is  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  Piatt,  that  the 
court  below  erred  in  ordering  that  the  premises  be  sold 
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in  one  parcel  or  in  separate  city  lots,  as  the  referee  making 
the  sale  should  deem  advisable.  It  seems  that  the  defendant 
Martin  conveyed  an  undivided  two-third  part  of  the  rear 
portion  of  the  four  lots  in  question,  being  a  strip  of  land 
thirty  feet  in  depth  and  one  hundred  feet  in  width,  to  one 
Hill,  who  subsequently  conveyed  the  same  to  Piatt.  Neither 
Hill  nor  Piatt  had  assumed  the  payment  of  any  part  of  the 
plaintiff's  mortgage,  and  Piatt  claims  that  under  the  circum- 
stances his  undivided  interest  in  the  strip  of  land  referred  to 
should  have  been  directed  to  be  sold  only  in  the  event 
that  the  residue  of  the  premises  did  not  bring  enough  to  pay 
the  amount  adjudged  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiff.  Undoubt- 
edly, where  separate  portions  of  mortgaged  premises  have 
been  conveyed  in  good  faith  to  purchasers  who  have  not 
assumed  the  payment  of  the  mortgage,  a  court  of  equity 
will,  in  general,  order  that  the  residue  of  the  said  premises 
be  sold  in  the  first  instance,  and  in  case  that  prove  insuf- 
ficient to  pay  the  mortgage  debt  and  costs  that  the  pieces  or 
parcels  so  conveyed  be  then  sold  in  the  inverse  order  of 
their  alienation  {Siuyvesant  agt.  HaUj  2  B(2rh.  (7A.,  156). 
But  this  rule  has  no  application  to  a  mere  undivided  interest 
in  the  premises,  and  will  not  be  applied  where  the  court  can 
see  that  its  enforcement  might  prejudice  the  mortgagee 
in  the  collection  of  the  debt  due  him  {Smart  agt.  JSementj 
4  Abb.  Ct.  of  Appeals,  253 ;  S.  C,  3  Keyea,  241).  In  the 
case  under  consideration,  the  testimony  shows  and  it  is 
plainly  to  be  seen  that  the  sale  of  the  property  would  be 
materially  injured  by  an  application  of  the  rule  as  asked  for. 
It  might,  therefore,  injuriously  affect  the  plaintiff's  rights. 
These  rights  the  court  is  bound*  to  protect.  The  plaintiff's 
equities  are  superior  to  those- of  the  defendant  Piatt.  His 
mortgage  covers  the  entire  premises,  and  he  is,  consequently, 
entitled  to  enforce  it  against  the  same  without  reference  to 
the  equitable  rule  alluded  to. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  afiSrmed,  with  costs. 

Dalt,  Oh.  J.,  and  Labbbmobe,  J.,  concurred. 


I 
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SUPKEME  OOUKT. 
Jacx)b  Pfohl  agt.  Abthtte  B.  Simpson  et  al. 

AcHon  in  equUy —ivMUnent  eorparatum—p&nanal  UabiUty  of  gtockholdars. 

An  action  in  equity  brought  by  a  plaintiff,  a  creditor,  on  his  own  behalf  and 
of  all  others  similarly  situated,  may  be  maintained  against  an  insolyent 
corporation  and  its  stockholders  for  an  accounting,  and  to  ascertain  the 
debts  and  assets  of  the  corporation,  and  to  reach  the  claims  against  the 
stockholders  arising  from  their  personal  liability  under  the  charter. 

An  injunction  will  also  be  allowed  to  restrain  any  suits  at  law  which  may 
have  been  brought  to  reach  the  claim  against  the  stockholders  personally. 

The  fact  that  the  insolvent  corporation  has  been  put  into  bankruptcy  in  the 
Uuited  States  bankrupt  court,  and  assignees  in  bankruptcy  appointed 
therein,  does  not  affect  the  liability  of  the  stockholders  personally. 
Such  liability  does  not  pass  to  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy ;  it  is  to  be 
enforced  in  the  8t)&te  courts. 

Onondaga  fecial  Term^  May^  1873. 

Thb  complaint  alleges  the  incorporation  of  The  People's 
Safe  Deposit  Company  under  chapter  816  of  the  laws  of 
1869,  its  insolvency,  appointment  of  receivers  thereof  by  this 
court,  an  adjudication  of  the  bankruptcy  thereotj  and  the 
appointment  of  assignees  in  bankruptcy  under  the  national 
act ;  the  insufficiency  of  the  assets  to  pay  the  debts  and  lia- 
bilities of  said  institution ;  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  creditor  of 
said  institution ;  that  divers  other  creditors  have  brought 
actions  at  law  against  several  stockholders ;  that  the  stock- 
holders are  made  ^^  severally  liable  for  all  debts  and  liabilities 
of  the  said  corporation  to  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  of 
stock  held  and  owned  by  them  respectively  "  {sec.  13). 
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That  the  amount  of  debts  and  liabilities  of  such  corpora- 
tion, at  the  time  of  its  insolvency,  was  about  $1,400,000  to 
over  7,000  different  creditors. 

That  stockholders  holding  $130,000  of  the  stock  are  insol- 
vent. 

That  it  will  require,  in  addition  to  said  property  and  col- 
lections, all  that  can  be  collected  under  the  personal  liability 
claim  to  pay  in  full  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  said  corpora- 
tion ;  that  to  enable  the  creditors  to  secure  the  benefit  of  said 
personal  liability  of  stockholders,  if  each  depends  on  his 
action  at  law,  over  7,000  suits  will  be  necessary. 

That  the  action  is  on  behalf  of  plaintiff  and  the  other 
creditors  similarly  situated. 

The  complaint  prays  for  a  temporary  injunction  restraining 
the  suits  by  creditors  at  law  ;  that  the  assets  be  ascertained, 
the  debts  and  liabilities,  and  for  further  relief. 
*  The  complaint  also  alleges  that  the  bankrupt  court  has  held 
and  decided  that  the  liability  of  said  stockholder  does  not 
pass  to  the  assignees  in*  bankruptcy,  and  that  the  same  is  to 
be  enforced  in  the  state  courts. 

Several  defendants,  creditors  of  said  institution,  who  have 
brought  suits  at  law,  have  demurred  to  the  complaint. 

D.  Pratt^  F.  Hiscock  <&  Wm.  Qifford^  for  plaintiff.  . 

TT.  (7.  Ruger^  G.  B.  Sedgwick  dk  D,  Coatea^  for  defendants. 

HARDm,  J.  —  The  complaint  confessedly  states  facts  suflS- 
cient  to  render  the  several  stockholders  liable  to  respond  in 
payment  of  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  the  "  People's  Safe 
Deposit  Company,  in  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  of  the 
stock  held  and  owned  by  them  respectively  "  {Laws  of  1868, 
oAap.  816,  sec,  13). 

The  ^ection  expressly  provides  that  this  "  liability  shall  be 
in  addition  to  their  liability  to  pay  in  full  the  stock  sub- 
scribed for  or  purchased  by  them." 
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The  stockholders'  liability  is  provided  for  by  the  constitu- 
tion of  1846 ;  and  the  duty  of  imposing  it  was  cast  by  the 
constitution  upon  the  legislature  {Art,  8,  sees.  2,  7). 

It  must  be  assumed  that  the  effect  of  the  charter  or  act  of 
incorporation,  is  to  make  the  corporation  liable  to  the  cred- 
itors personally,  and  that  the  very  moment  a  credit  is  given 
to  the  corporation,  the  very  moment  a  relation  of  debtor  and 
creditor  is  formed  between  the  creditor  and  the  corporation, 
that  very  moment  the  stockholders'  liability  springs  into  exis- 
tence and  the  relation  of  creditor  obtains  between  the  cred- 
itor and  the  stockholder.  In  other  words,  the  debtor  and 
creditor  relation  arises,  as  in  cases  of  joint  associations  or 
partnerships. 

A  sale  to  the  association  or  copartnership  creates  a  lia- 
bility of  the  association,  the  firm,  and  the  individual  mem- 
bers thereof  to  the  creditor.  So,  too,  in  the  case  of  a  sale 
of  goods,  or  a  loan  of  money  to  the  People's  Safe  Deposit 
Company,  the  very  moment  it  happens,  that  very  moment 
each  and  every  stockholder  becomes  a  debtor  to  the  creditor. 

The  case  of  Coming  agt.  MoCullough  (1  Coviatocky  54), 
asserting  these  principles,  was  followed  by  the  court  in  Story 
agt.  Famham  (25  iT.  T.,  222).  E.  D.  SMrrn,  J.,  who  deliv- 
ered the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  last  case,  tersely  says : 
"  This  doctrine  that  the  common  law  of  partnership  remains 
and  applies  in  respect  to  all  this  class  of  corporations  when  a 
personal  liability  of  the  stockholders  is  retained  to  any 
extent,  except  as  modified  in  this  particular  act,  must  he 
deernedj  I  think,  the  settled  law  of  this  state  on  this  subject, 
since  the  decision  of  Coming  agt.  McCuUough "  {supra). 
{See  also  Conant  agt.  Van  Schaicky  24  Barh.,  96.)  The  late 
T.  A.  Johnson,  J.,  in  Rochester  agt.  Bums,  in  referring  to 
the  situation  of  stockholders  if  contracts  were  made,  said : 
"It  would  become  their  contract  and  their  obligation  imme- 
diately, by  force  of  the  statute ;  it  would  have  been  in  no 
sense  an  inchoate  obligation,  but  a  complete  and  perfect  one" 
(26  Barhov/r,  664). 
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Following  out  this  view  of  the  case  of  the  obligation  or 
liability  of  the  stockholder,  it  has  been  assumed  in  numerous 
cases  that  there  existed  two  remedies  against  him  to  which 
the  creditor  might  resort  {Bank  of  Pougkkeepsie  agt  Ibbotsoriy 
24  Wend.,  473 ;  Slee  agt.  Bloom,  19  John. ;  Briggs  agt.  Pcti- 
nimanj  8  Cowen  /  Weeks  agt.  Love,  60  N.  Y. ;  8  Abbott  \_N. 
S.l,  166 ;  12  AbboU,  268). 

So,  the  further  conclusion  has  been  established,  that  the 
stockholder's  liability  is  a  fund  for  the  payment  of  all  the 
debts  of  the  corporation,  and  that  *'  if  it  was  insufficient  to  pay 
all  the  debts  it  must  be  distributed  among  the  creditors  upon 
equitable  principles,  and  that,  as  equality  was  equity,  no  single 
creditor  would  be  allowed  to  acquire  priority  of  and  exclusive 
payment ;  and  that  a  court  of  equity  would  therefore  restrain 
any  single  creditor  from  prosecuting  at  law,  and  require  the 
fund  to  be  distributed  ratably  among  the  creditors  in  equity  " 
{See  opinion  of  Smfth,  J.,  supra).- 

In  Cushnum  agt.  Shepard  (4  Barb.,  119),  decided  in  1848 
by  Gridley,  J.,  in  this  district,  and  settling  the  form  <rf  a 
decree  in  an  action  somewhat  like  this,  it  was  said :  "  The 
decree  should  have  first  required  the  payment  of  all  unpaid 
installments  of  stock  which  are  collectible,  in  analogy  to  the 
course  directed  to  be  taken  by  2  Revised  Statutes,  465,  sec- 
tions 49  and  50,  and  then  duly  apportioned  the  residue 
among  the  parties  liable,  according  to  the  principles  of  the 
court  of  equity,  wJiose  appropriate  office  it  is  to  settle  all  the 
rigkts  and  UahUities  of  the  respective  parties  in  one  suit, 
and  to  provide  for  the  apportionment  of  the  residue  among 
the  several  parties  liable,  and  to  enforoe  contribution  upon 
equitable  principles  in  one  suit,  so  as  to  save  the  necessity  of 
separate  suits  for  contribution,  and  to  prevent  a  vseless  cir- 
cuity of  action.^^ 

That  same  learned  jurist,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court  in  banc  in  this  district  in  1853,  in  Walker  agt.  Grain, 
again  repeated  the  doctrine  and  added :  "And  the  court  of 
chancery  will  control  the  actions  of  a  court  at  law  whenever 
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its  jurisdiction  is  properly  invoked,  and  it  may  cbkoays  be 
invoked  when  there  is  any  other  party  who  is  interested  in 
the  fund,  and  whose  rights  are  endangered  by  the  suit  at 
law  "  (17  Barb.,  181,  182 ;  16  How.,  289). 

In  Rankin  agt.  EUioot  (16  N.  T.,  877),  the  principle  of 
equality,  being  equity,  in  i*espect  to  the  creditors  availing  of 
the  stockholders'  liability,  was  asserted. 

In  the  Matter  The  Empire  City  Bank  {IS  N.  T.,  240), 
Denio,  J.,  assumed  that  prior  to  the  Revised  Statutes  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  equity  in  matters  growing  out  of 
the  insolvency  of  corporations  existed.  He  says:  "The 
winding  up  and  settling  of  the  affairs  of  insolvent  corpor- 
ations feLl  within  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity  from 
the  natwre  of  the  case ;  the  forms  used  in  courts  of  law  not 
being  adapted  .to  such  controversies;  and  we  accordingly  find 
it  was  the  constant  practice  of  the  court  of  chancery  to 
entertain  suits  for  that  purpose,  and  by  its  decree  to  deter- 
mine who  were  stockholders  a/nd  oontrihutors,  and  in  what 
proportions  they  were  to  contribute,  and  to  cause  an  account 
to  be  taken  of  the  unsatisfied  debts  and  liabilities,  and  to 
decree  a  distribution  accordingly,"  and  he  thereupon  con- 
cludes that  stockholders  who  are  sought  to  be  charged  are 
not  entitled  by  the  constitution  to  the  right  of  trial  by  jury. 
His  reasoning  was  approved  in  27  New  York,  150,  and  he 
there  gives  the  reason  for  the  rule,  viz. :  "  The  motive  of 
this  departure  firom  the  course  of  the  common  law,  doubtless 
was  the  avoiding  of  a  multiplicity  of  suits  and  the  policy  o'f 
a  speedy  adjustment  of  transactions  in  which  a  large  number 
of  persons  were  interested  "  {Id.,  152). 

In  Osgood  agt  Laytin  (5  Abb.  [iT.  S.],  10),  Grovbb,  J.,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  of  appeals  upholding  an 
action  in  favor  of  a  receiver  of  an  insolvent  corporation, 
supports  the  same  doctrine.  He  says :  "All  the  stockholders 
who  are  liable  may  and  should  be  included  as  defendants  in 
the  same  action.  There  is  no  difficulty  in  determining  the 
amount  each  is  to  pay  upon  the  trial  of  the  cause,  and  in  case 
Vol.  L  44 
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the  whole  amount  of  the  liability  is  not  required  for  the 
payment  of  the  debts  of  the  company,  the  precise  amount 
each  is  to  pay  can  be  determined  in  the  action. 

"This  course  of  procedure  is  also  necessary  to  prevent 
multiplicity  of  actions,  as  there  are  several  hundreds  of 
stockholders.  The  creditors  insist  that  they  are  not  proper 
parties  to  the  action  against  the  ^stockholders,  and  that  upon 
this  ground  they  are  entitled  to  judgment  upon  the  demand." 

^^ Equity  having  the  power  to  enforce  payment  from  the 
.stockholders,  and  an  action  having  been  instituted  in  the 
proper  mode  for  that  purpose,  which  in  its  result  will  place 
the  fund  in  the  possession  of  the  court  for  distribution  among 
the  creditors,  U  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  protect  the  stock- 
holders from  being  harassed  by  other  actions  instituted  to 
enforce  the  same  liability." 

This  can  only  be  done  by  restraining  such  actions.  To 
enable  the  court  effectually  to  do  this,  those  creditors  who 
have  instituted  such  suits,  and  those  who  threaten  to  do  so, 
are  proper  parties  to  the  action  (/(f.,  11). 

That  action  was  sustained  by  the  unanimous  judgment 
of  the  court  of  last  resort,  and  although  the  same  was  in 
favor  of  a  receiver,  ite(  reasoning  applies  with  force  here,  as 
here  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  are  partiesj  and  in  virtue  of 
the  appointment  are  held  to  represent  creditors,  as  well  as 
debtors. 

They  sold  the  capital  stock  and  the  assets,  and  as  they  do 
not  object  to  this  action,  nor  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court 
over  them,  they  can  furnish  the  proper  information  in  respect 
to  the  amount  needed  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  corporation. 

In  Weeks  agt.  Love  (50  N.  Y,\  the  court,  while  holding 
that  an  action  at  law  may  be  maintained  by  a  single  creditor 
against  a  stockholder,  does  not  in  the  least  trench  upon  the 
principles  of  the  cases  already  quoted  from ;  but  on  the  con- 
trary, the  lucid  opinion  of  Andrews,  J.,  expressly  recog- 
nizes and  approves  of  the  cases  cited  by  him,  which  sustain 
the  right  to  a  suit  in  equity,  in  which  an  accounting  may 
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take  place  and  the  rights  of  all  creditors  be  upheld,  and  they 
allowed  ratably  to  participate  in  the  distribution  of  the  fund 
provided  for  them  arising  from  the  stockholdere'  liability. 

It  was  held  in  4  Oray^  527,  that  the  statute  of  limitations 
applies  to  the  debt,  and  that  when  that  is  barred  the  right  to 
recover  of  the  stockholder  is  gone,  but  nothing  further  was 
held  in  that  case,  and  it  does  not  in  the  least  interfere  with 
the  principles  which  lie  at  the  foundation  of  the  right  to  invoke 
the  equitable  jurisdiction  of  this  court. 

By  section  36  of  second  volume  Revised  Statutes  (Edm. 
ed.),  page  180,  it  is  provided  that  "  the  powers  and  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  of  chancery  are  coextensive  with  the  powers 
and  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  chancery  of  England,"  except 
as  otherwise  provided  by  the  Jaws  and  constitution  of  this 
state,  and  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  its  jurisdiction  has 
been  asserted,  and  exists  independent  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  as  to  insolvent  corporations  in  respect  to 
questions  presented  to  it  by  the  complaint  in  this  suit. 

The  constitution,  and  the  act  of  the  legislature  having 
declared  that  the  liability  of  the  stockholders  should  exist,  and 
debts  having  been  made  by  the  corporation  "  the  powers 
incident  to  the  jurisdicti6n  of  the  court  of  chancery  attached 
themselves  to  the  new  subject  (18  iT.  Z".,  696 ;  2  Keman^  406). 

Although  some  of  the  cases  to  which  reference  has  been 
made  was  brought  and  upheld  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  "  of  proceedings  against  corporations  in 
equity  "  (2  R.  S.  [Edm.  ed.],  482,  487),  it  is  believed  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity,  may  be  maintained  independ- 
ent of  the  statute,  and  the  foundation  as  already  seen  of  the 
stockholders'  liability  to  the  creditor  supports  and  strengthens 
this  view  (Cockbum  agt.  Thompson  ;  16  Vesey^  325,  note  /  17 
Vesey,  315 ;  2  Mason,  195).  The  statute  must  be  regarded 
as  cumulative,  when  it  provides  the  same  remedy  which 
might  have  been  attained  under  the  general  principles  of 
equity,  asserted  under  the  general  jurisdiction  of  that  court. 
In  some  respects  the  statute  restricts  the  remedy,  and  in  most 
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instanceB  it  is  the  remedy  that  is  a£fected,  modified  or  con- 
trolled, instead  of  the  right  to  a  remedy,  which  as  already 
shown  rests  upon  the  principles  of  equity  antedating  the 
statutes. 

This  view  of  the  powers  of  a  court  of  equity,  to  apply  its 
jurisdiction  to  the  stockholders  and  the  creditors  of  the  insti- 
tution which  attaches  upon  the  creation  of  a  debt  by  the  cor- 
poration, which  was  clothed  with  an  exist^ice  for  certain 
purposes,  but  with  the  common-law  liability  left  upon  its 
stockholders  to  the  extent  named  in  the  statute,  in  obedience 
to  the  constitution,  renders  it  unnecessary  to  pass  upon  the 
effect  of  the  bankrupt  laws  upon  the  provisions  of  the  Revised 
Statutes. 

It  may  be  remarked  however,  that  neither  the  creditors 
nor  the  stockholders  as  parties,  are  adjudged  bankrupt ;  and 
the  reasons  which  lead  to  holding  the  insolvent  statutes  sus- 
pended in  cases  where  the  bankrupt  court  has  taken  jurisdic- 
tion do  not  apply  with  the  same  force. 

Besides  the  objections  by  the  defendants  who  have  brought 
suits  in  the  state  courts  to  enforce  the  stockholders'  liability, 
that  a  state  court  has  no  jurisdiction,  would  if  allowed  have 
very  sweeping  effect.  If  all  actions  at  law  may  be  maintained 
by  them  against  the  stockholders  to  recover,  why  not  a  suit 
in  equity  to  recover  the  liability,  and  to  distribute  it  in  accor- 
dance with  the  legal  rights  of  the  creditors,  having  due 
regard  to  their  respective  equities  ?  (1  Lansing^  381.) 

Assuming  that  the  United  States  district  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  liability  of  the  stockholders  to  the 
creditors  as  has  been  held  by  that  court,  and  that  such  hold- 
ing is  upheld  by  principle  and  authority,  it  would  seem  to 
follow  that  a  state  court  has  jurisdiction,  and  can  enforce  the 
stockholders'  liability  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law  {Van 
Hook  agt.  Whitock,  3  Paige^  409). 

In  this  action  equity  follows  upon  the  legal  obligation,  the 
contract  liability  of  the  stockholder,  and  carries  it  into  effect, 
in  accordance  with  the  settled  principles  of  equity,  which  arc 
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in  aid  of  and  support  of  the  legal  rights  of  the  creditors  to 
recover  of  the  debtor,  the  stockholder. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants,  insists  that  an 
injunction  cannot  be  sustained  to  restrain  proceedings  in  the 
same  court  where  the  defendants  have  a  remedy  by  motion, 
answer  or  otherwise. 

That  position  has  been  very  exhaustively  examined  by 
FoLGEB,  J.,  in  Erie  JSadlway  Company  agt.  Ramsey  (45 
N.  Y.^  639),  and  the  right  to  enjoin  maintained  (See  also  13 
AhhoU  \N.  A'.],  1). 

It  follows  from  the  views  herein  expressed,  that  the 
demurrer  must  be  overruled  with  leave  to  answer  upon  pay- 
ment of  costs,  and  that  the  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction 
must  be  denied. 

Affirmed  by  general  term,  fourth  department,  and  the 
appeal  dismissed  by  the  court  of  appeals. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Ramon  M.  Esteblt  agt.  Emily  E.  Pubdt  et  al. 

Utfwry  paid  to  an  agent — principal  not  liable — mortgage  to  eeoure  future 

advances. 

Where  an  agent  for  the  loaning  of  money  takes  a  bonus  beyond  legal  inter- 
est for  himself,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  principal,  it  does  not 
affect  with  usury  the  loan  of  the  principal. 

The  cases  of  Gondii  agt  Baldmn  (21  If.  T. ,  219),  and  BeU  agt.  Day  (32  N, 
F.,  165),  settle  this  doctrine,  although  it  is  probable  that  had  Condit 
agt.  Baldtoin  preceded  BeU  agt  Day^  a  different  rule  would  have  been 
adopted. 

The  parties  to  a  mortgage  given  for  a  definite  sum,  may  agree,  upon  pay- 
ment down  of  a  part  of  that  sum,  to  make  it  an  equitable  security  for 
future  advances.  And  it  would  be  competent  to  prove  by  parol  that  it 
was  given  to  secure  an  open  account,  the  balance  of  which  was  con- 
tinually varying. 

N.  T.  Special  Tervi^  February^  1874. 

Van  Brunt,  J. — The  cases  of  Condit  agt.  Baldwin  (21  N, 
T.,  219),  and  BeU  agt.  Day  (32  K  Y..  165),  establish  the 
doctrine,  that  where  an  agent  for  the  loaning  of  money  takes 
a  bonus  beyond  legal  interest,  for  himself,  without  the  knowl- 
edge of  his  principal,  it  does  not  affect  with  usury  the  loan 
of  the  principal,  although  it  is  probable  that  had  not  Gondii 
agt.  Baldwin  preceded  Bell  agt.  Day^  a  different  rule  would 
have  been  adopted. 

There  being  no  evidence  showing  that  any  of  this  bonus 
came  to  the  hands  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  was  taken  as  a  bonus 
by  Butcher  with  their  knowledge,  the  defense  of  usury  is  not 
made  out  according  to  the  doctrine  of  the  above  cases. 
Although  some  of  the  statements  upon  the  part  of  the  plain-        -J 
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tiffs  would  arouse  strong  suspicions,  yet  the  usury  law  is  so 
highly  penal  that  it  cannot  be  applied  without  some  evidence 
beyond  suspicion  to  sustain  its  application.  The  attempt  is 
made  to  sustain  the  exactions  of  Mr.  Butcher,  upon  the 
ground  that  these  sums  were  paid  to  him  for  examination  of 
the  title,  <fec. ;  but  it  is-evident  that  these  sums  were  not  paid 
for  such  services,  but  were  paid  as  a  bonus  in  order  to  pro- 
cure the  loan.  They  are,  altogether,  too  large  to  have  been 
intended  as  fees  for  examination  of  title,  and  they  are  paid, 
when  no  examination  of  title  is  necessary,  for  an  extension  of 
the  loan. 

The  payment  of  the  $2,500  undoubtedly  discharged  the 
lien  of  the  mortgage  jpro  twato^  but  I  think  that  the  parties 
had  the  right,  by  agreement,  to  rehabilitate  the  mortgage, 
and  make  it  a  lien  for  its  full  amount. 

They  could,  if  $2,500  had  been  all  that  was  at  first  agreed 
to  be  advanced  and  a  $5,000  mortgage  had  been  executed  and 
delivered  to  secure,  subsequently  agree  to  receive  the  remain- 
ing $2,500,  and  that  it  should  be  covered  by  the  mortgage  ; 
and,  as  long  as  the  mortgage  is  in  existence,  uncanceled  and 
undischarged,  I  can  see  no  reason  why  the  parties  could  not 
agree  that  it  should  cover  future  advances. 

If  A  executed  a  mortgage  to  B  for  $10,000,  it  would  be 
competent  to  prove  by  parol  that  that  mortgage  was  given  to 
secure  an  open  account,  the  balance  of  which  was  continually 
varying;  and  it  would  be  no  answer  to  a  claim  that  the 
balance  of  account  was,  on  a  given  date,  so  much,  and  that 
there  was  consequently  due  on  this  mortgage  an  equal 
amount,  that  at  some  previous  date  the  balance  due  on  the 
account  was  a  smaller  sum.  So  in  this  case  the  parties  could, 
by  agreement,  make  this  mortgage  an  equitable  security  for 
any  advances  which  they  might  agree  upon. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  certificate  can  work  an  estoppel, 
because  an  estoppel  is  never  raised  by  the  declaration  of  a 
party,  unless,  relying  upon  the  truth  of  the  declaration,  some- 
thing is  advanced  or  parted  with.     In  this  case  the  plaintiff  • 
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knew  that  the  certificate  was  not  trae,  and,  therefore,  no 
estoppel  could  arise ;  but  I  think  that  the  certificate  can,  and 
must  be,  construed  as  an  agreement  that  the  $2,500  shaU  be 
considered  as  secured  by  the  mortgage,  and  this  would  entitle 
the  plaintiffs,  in  equity,  to  enforce  their  lien,  no  equities  of 
other  persons  having  intervened. 
The  plaintifb  must  have  judgment. 


9 

NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  858 


People  ex  rel.  City  of  Lockport  agt  Supervisors. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Pboplb,  Ac,  ex  reU  Thb  Crrr  of  Eookpoet  agt.  Thu 
Board  of  Supbrvibors  of  the  County  of  Niagara. 

TaxaUon  qf  ea$ti  on  mandamui, . 

The  board  of  saperrison  of  a  county  is  not  a  public  officer  contemplated 
by  the  statute  in  reference  to  double  costs,  on  the  final  determination  in 
its  favor  of  a  trial  upon  mandamus^ 

The  costs  in  such  case  must  be  taxed  as  single  costs,  under  the  act  of  1840, 
chapter  886,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  1844,  chapter  273, 

Niagara  Special  Term^  Septeniber  22, 1874. 

Motion  for  retaxatioa  of  costs  in  action  of  mandamus. 

Geo,  C.  Oreene^  for  relator. 

Hansom  dk  Joyce^  for  defendant.. 

Lamont,  J. —  In  this  case  an  alternative  writ  of  mandamus 
was  issued,  followed  by  a  return  and  pleadings  to  issue  of  fact, 
a  trial  at  the  circuit,  and  a  final  determination  made  in  favor 
of  the  defendant,  denying  the  peremptory  writ,  with  costs. 
Thereupon  costs  were  taxed  by  the  clerk  professedly  according 
to  the  fee  bill  in  the  Revised  Statutes,  to  which  an  addition 
of  one-half  thereof  was  made,  upon  the  ground  that  the  action 
was  against  a  public  officer.  The  learned  justice  who  tried  the 
cause  gave  a  certificate  stating  "  that  upon  the  trial  of  this 
cause  it  appeared  as  a  fact  that  this  action  was  begun  against 
the  defendant  as  a  public  officer,  fbr  or  concerning  an  act  done 
by  defendant  by  virtue  of  its  office,  and  which  was  its  duty  to 
perform." 

Vol.  I4  45 


I 
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The  record  shows  that  the  action  is  not  against  a  pablic 
officer,  but  against  the  county  of  Niagara.  All  actions 
against  counties  must  be  brought  against  the  board  of 
supervisors  thereof  (2  Reo.  Stat.y  473,  sec.  95 ;  t  id.j  364). 
The  powers  of  a  county  as  a  body  corporate  can  only  be 
exercised  by  the  board  of  supervisors  thereof,  or  in  pur- 
suance of  a  resolution  by  them  adopted  (w?.,  sec.  4).  The 
present  action  was  brought  to  compel  the  county  to  pay 
a  local  assessment  for  benefit  laid  upon  real  estate  belong- 
ing to  the  county,  and  assessed  pursuant  to  the  charter  of 
the  city  of  Lockport,  the  relator  in  the  writ.  It  is  strictly 
an  action  against  the  county  as  a  municipal  corporation,  prose- 
cuted in  the  manner  specially  directed  by  statute,  in  which 
the  board  of  supervisors  is  named  defendant.  The  board  is 
not  an  officer.  No  officer  is  named.  No  officer  is  a  party  to 
the  proceeding.  ,  The  individual  supervisors  could  not  appear 
and  answer  each  for  himself,  but  the  county,  by  the  board, 
must  answer  for  the  corporation  {Ney>man  agt  SupervUori 
of  Lim/ngston  County^  45  N,  7".,  690).  The  death  or  change 
of  supervisors  necessitates  no  substitution.  The  suit  involves 
county  matters  exclusively.  This  board  is  not  in  fact,  or  in 
the  contemplation  of  the  statute  concerning  increased  costs,  a 
public  officer  (2.  Rev.  Stat.  617,  sec.  24).  Such  statutes  are 
penal  in  their  nature  and  not  to  be  extended  by  construction 
•  {Stone  agt.  WoodSy  5  John.^  187).  The  additional  costs  were 
not  allowable,  but  single  costs  only. 

The  next  question  is  whether  the  costs  should  be  taxed 
according  to  the  fee  bill  in  the  Revised  Statutes.  This  being 
an  action,  and  not  a  special  proceeding,  costs  cannot  be  taxed 
under  the  act  of  1854  {chajp.  270,  sec.  3)  regulating  costs  in 
special  proceedings ;  and  they  cannot  be  taxed  according  to 
the  fee  bill  of  the  Code,  being  excluded  by  section  471. 
Under  the  Revised  Statutes  costs  were  grantable  in  man- 
damus cases  (2  Rev.  Stat.j  587,  sec.  57 ;  id.^  613,  sec.  3 ;  id., 
615,  sec.  16 ;  id.y  619,  sees.  39, 40, 41 ;  Laws  1832,  chc^.  246, 
sec.  3 ;  2  Rev.  Stat,  632,  sec.  17,  paragraph  3 ;  sec.  18,  para- 
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gr<iph  11).  Soon  after  the  Revised  Statutes  took  effect  the 
legislature,  in  1833,  passed  an  act  {cha^p.  271),  the  sixth  section 
of  which  reads  as  follows :  ^^  In  suits  and  proceedings  upon 
writs  of  mandamus,  thd  supreme  court  may,  in  its  discre- 
tion, award  or  refuse  costs  to  any  party  therein."  At  that 
time  costs,  when  awarded,  could  only  be  determined  by  refer- 
ence to  the  Kevised  Statutes,  no  other  statutes  being  then  in 
existence  upon  the  subject.  This  state  of  things  continued 
until  1840  when  the  legislature  passed  a  further  act,  the  first 
clause  of  which  reads  as  follows :  "  For  the  following  ser- 
vices hereafter  done  or  performed  in  any  court  of  law  in  this 
state,  being  a  court  of  record,  the  following  fees  shall  be 
allowed."  Then  follow  the  provisions  for  fees  of  counselors, 
among  which  is  mentioned  mandamus  by  name;  next  the 
fees  of  attorneys,  among  which  mandamus  is  twice  named. 
Clerks*  fees  are  regulated,  the  fees  of  witnesses  increased,  &c. 
The  act  also  repeals  certain  sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
containing  the  fee  bill  for  similar  services  {Laws  1840,  cha^. 
386).  This  act  was  amended  in  1844  {chap,  273),  mandamus 
being  also  specially  named  in  the  amendment. 

The  supreme  court  being  a  court  of  law  when  acting  in  a 
mandamus  case,  and  a  court  of  record  in  the  very  terms  of 
this  act  of  1840,  the  conclusion  is  irresistible,  that  for  the 
services  rendered  in  this  case  the  fees  therein  specified  ^^  shall 
be  allowed,"  especially  as  the  act  specifies  mandamus  by  name. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  said  that  the  term  costs,  used  in 
the  act  of  1833,  refers  to  costs  as  given  by  the  Revised 
Statutes.  If  that  be  conceded,  does  it  follow  that  the  legis- 
lature, in  1840,  did  not  have  power  to  declare  that  for  services 
thereafter  done  or  performed  in  any  court  of  law  in  the 
state,  being  a  court  of  record,  the  fees  therein  specified  should 
be  allowed,  mentioning  mandamus  by  name,  as  affected  by 
this  new  statute  ?  If  the  legislature  had  such  power  they 
certainly  exercised  it,  for  the  language  is  too  plain  to  admit 
of  question.  At  the  same  time  and  in  the  same  act,  the  fee 
bill  in  the  Revised  Statutes  was  repealed. 
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It  has  been  farther  said,  that  the  oosts  in  surrogates'  courts 
are  still  taxable  at  the  rate  of  similar  services  in  the  courts  of 
common  pleas,  as  contained  in  the  Kevised  Statutes  {Laws  of 
1837,  chap,  460,  aeo.  70),  although  such  common  plea  costs 
were  abolished  by  the  same  act  of  1840.  But  the  distinction 
is  obvious.  The  act  of  1837  adopted  a  particular  fee  bill  by 
reference  to  the  Revised  Statutes,  which  was  equivalent  to  its 
incorporation  in  the  very  act  of  1 837  itself  {Potter* 8  Dwarris 
on  Statutes^  ^^^\  ^^^  surrogates'  courts  not  being  courts  of 
law  and  of  record  {In  the  Matter  of  Watson,  3  Lansing, 
411),  were  not  aflfeoted  by  the  act  of  1840,  which,  in  terms, 
applied  only  to  courts  of  law  and  of  record.  Therefore,  the 
surrogate's  court  stood  untouched.  For  similar  reasons  the 
act  of  1840  did  not  apply  to  costs  under  the  absconding 
debtor  act  {In  the  Matter  of  St.  John,  6  HiUy  356) ;  nor  to 
cases  of  statutory  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  {OoUin^s  agt 
Stamdish,  6  How,,  494).  None  of  these  proceedings  are  had 
in  a  court  of  law,  being  a  court  of  record ;  consequently  they 
did  not  &11  witliin  the  language  or  intent  of  the  act  of  1840. 

In  People  agt.  Ewen  (8  Ahb.,  359,  note),  costs  in  a  man- 
damus case  were  taxed  under  the  fee  bill  in  force  prior  to 
the  Code,  or  old  fee  bill,  as  distinguished  from  the  new  one 
under  the  Code ;.  and  not  according  to  the  rate  of  the  fee 
bill  in  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  I  understand  that  brief  report. 
In  another  district  a  different  rule  was  adopted  {People 
agt.  Lewis,  28  How,,  159).  The  reasons  upon  which  the 
conclusion  was  reached  in  the  latter  case,  are  not  stated  in 
the  opinion. 

The  conclusion  arrived  at  in  the  present  case  is,  that  the 
act  of  1833,  if  all  the  force  is  given  to  it  which  has  been 
claimed,  was  subject  to  future  change  and  amendment  by 
the  legislature,  and  that,  if  the  word  costs  in  that  act,  meant 
costs  as  provided  in  the  Revised  Statutes,  the  legislature  did 
change  it  in  the  act  of  1840. 

In  reality,  however,  the  act  of  1833  makes  no  reference 
whatever  to  any  particular  fee  bill,  nor  had  it  any  such  object. 
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It  was  passed  for  the  simple  purpose  of  vesting  in  this  court 
a  discretion  in  the  matter  of  awarding  or  refusing  costs. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  act  requiring  the  court,  when  it  sees 
fit  to  grant  costs,  to  authorize  such  costs  to  be  recovered  by 
any  other  law  than  such  statutes  as  may  be  in  force  when  the 
costs  are  awarded. 

The  act  of  1840  is  explicit  and  imperative,  and  must  be 
obeyed  until  changed  by  legislative  authority. 

The  taxation,  by  the  clerk  of  Niagara  county,  of  the  costs 
in  this  action,  is  set  aside,  and  a  retaxation  ordered  before 
the  same  ofScer  upon  the  usual  notice ;  double,  or  additional 
costs,  as  in  an  action  against  a  public  officer,  are  ordered  not 
to  he  tdxed;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  act  of  1840 
(chap.  386),  as  amended  by  the  act  of  1844  {chap.  273),  is 
to  be  observed  upon  such  retaxation,  and  that  defendant  may 
present  a  bill  of  costs  for  such  retaxation  made  out  accord- 
ingly. 
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Thb  Pond's  Extbact  Company  agt.  Thb  Humphbeys'  Spb- 
oiFio  HoM(EOPATHio  CoMPANY  and  Fbedbbioe  Humphbbys. 

Agreement^  uhen  not  in  restraint  of  trade — Injunction. 

The  defendants,  for  a  valaable  consideration/covenanted  with  the  plaintiff 
that  they  would  not  manufacture  or  sell  a  medicine,  produced  from  the 
**  Witch  Hazel,"  by,  among  others,  of  either  of  the  following  names : 
"Pond's  Extract,"  ** Extract  of  Witch  Hazel,"  "Humphreys'  Pond 
Extract." 

Held^  under  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  this  case,  that  the  sale  of  the 
medicine  thereafter,  by  the  defendants,  under  the  name  of  "  Humphreys' 
Witch  Hazel,"  was  a  yiolation  of  the  covenant. 

Also  Tiddy  that,  as  the  defendants  were  not  restrained,  absolutely,  from 
making  or  selling  a  medicine  produced  from  the  shrub  in  question,  but 
only  fi-om  doing  so  under  certain  names,  the  covenant  was  not  void  as 
being  in  restraint  of  trade. 

Also  hdd^  that  the  remedy  by  injunction  was  proper  to  restrain  the  defend- 
ants from  a  continued  violation  of  the  covenant. 

N.  T.  Special  Term,  October,  1875. 
Morris,  BiMngs  <&  Cardozo,  for  plaintiff. 

9 

Williatn  Sutphen  <&  Ira  Shqfer,  for  defendants. 

Van  Vobst,  J, — The  covenant  of  the  corporation  defend- 
ant and  the  defendant  Humphreys  individually  with  the 
plaintiff,  contained  in  the  bill  of  sale,  dated  the  6th  day  of 
December,  1872,  was  that  they  would  not  manufacture  or  sell 
the  medicine  described  in  the  bill  of  sale  by  either  of  the 
following  names:  "Pond's  Extract,"  "Pond's  Extract  of 
Hamamelis,"  "Extract  of  Hamamelis,"  "Extract  of  Witch. 
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Hazel,"  "  Humphreys'  Pond  Extract."  Under  these  names 
the  medioine  had  been  theretofore  known  and  sold.  The 
medicine  is  produced  from  the  shrub  known  as  "  Witch 
Hazel "  or  "  Hamamelis." 

Pond  was  an  early,  if  not  its  first  manufacturer,  and  from 
that  fact,  his  name  had  become  identified  with  it.  The  defend- 
ant Humphreys  says,  in  his  work  entitled  "  Homoeopathic 
Mentor : "  "  Dr.  Humphreys  gave  Pond  his  best  ideas  on  the 
subject  of  its  preparation,  and  for  more  than  twenty  years 
he  has  made  the  preparation  and  curative  properties  of  this 
shrub  the  subject  of  his  study,  observation,  and  research. 
He  has  written  nearly  every  thing  about  it,  and  has  made  its 
development  and  preparation  the  object  of  his  special  care,  so 
that  no  man  knows  so  much  about  it,  or  so  well  how  to  pre- 
pare it,  as  he." 

Whatever  rights  Pond  had,  if  any,  or  those  to  whom  he 
conveyed  the  method  of  preparation  of  this  medicine,  and  the 
trade  marks,  and  property  connected  therewith,  passed  finally 
to  the  defendant  corporation,  through  the  defendant  Hum- 
phreys and  others,  and  at  last  to  the  corporation  plaintiff. 

I  think  it  is  quite  unnecessary  to  determine  whether  or  not 
there  was  any  secret  in  the  manufacture  of  the  medicine.  The 
process  as  disclosed  by  the  evidence  is  simple.  Nor  is  it 
important,  in  the  view  taken  of  the  case,  to  discuss  whether 
it  involves  the  violation  of  "  trade  marks." 

It  appears  that  since  the  execution  of  the  bill  of  sale,  and 
the  making  of  the  covenant  therein  contained,  the  corpora- 
tion defendant,  and  of  which  the  defendant  Humphreys  is 
president,  has  offered  for  sale  and  sold,  and  continues  to  offer 
for  sale  and  sell,  a  medicine  produced  from  the  shrub  in  ques- 
tion, ''  Witch  Hazel,"  which  is  substantially  the  same  as  the 
article  theretofore  known  under  the  name  of  "  Pond's  Extract," 
and  the  other  names  mentioned  in  the  bill  of  sale. 

The  defendant  corporation,  and  the  defendant  Humphreys, 
call  the  said  article  by  the  name  of  ^^  Humjphrey^  Witch 
EazdP 
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It  is  daimed  by  the  defendantB  that  their  article  is  better 
and  stronger.  But  it  is  conceded  that  it  has  the  same  basis 
as  "  Pond's  Exti-act."  The  defendants  accompany  the  sale  of 
their  article  with  a  manual  descriptive  of  its  curatiye  qualities.. 

The  same  qualities  had  before  been  attributed  by  them  to 
"  Pond's  Extract." 

But  what  would  seem  clearly  to  establish  the  identity  of 
the  defendants'  medicine,  with  that  which  by  the  covenant, 
they  agreed  neither  to  manufacture  nor  sell  by  certain  names, 
is  furnished  by  the  defendants  themselves.  In  the  edition  of 
"  Humphreys'  Homoeopathic  Mentor  of  1872,"  Pond's  Extract 
of  Hamamelis  finds  conspicuous  mention.  Its  application  as 
ft  remedy  for  specific  complaints  is  in  many  places  in  the 
book  defined  and  recommended  with  great  particularity. 

A  new  edition  of  this  work  was  published  subsequent  to 
the  bill  of  sale,  and  in  the  year  1874.  The  new  edition 
appears  to  be  paged  the  same  as  the  old. 

In  the  new  edition,  on  the  pages  in  which  "Pond's 
Extract"  had  appeared  in  the  former  edition  as  a  specific 
remedy,  the  same  is  omitted,  and  "  Witch  Hazel "  is  inserted 
in  its  place,  the  same  qualities  being  attributed  to  "  Hum- 
phreys' Witch  Hazel "  as  are  conceded  to  "  Pond's  Extract." 

The  defendants  ofler  "  Humphreys'  Witch  Hazel  "  for  sale 
from  their  depot  on  Broadway,  long  used  by  the  corporation 
defendant  for  the  sale  of  "  Humphreys'  Specifics "  and 
"  Pond's  Extract,"  with  which  business  the  name  of  Dr. 
Humphreys  was  closely  and  profitably  associated,  and  had 
been  for  many  years. 

Now,  in  construing  the  covenant,  it  cannot  be  held,  nor  do 
I  understand  it  to  be  claimed  by  the  plainti£f,  that  the 
defendants  are  absolutely  restrained  from  manufacturing  and 
selling  any  medicine  produced  from  the  shrub  "  witch  hazel," 
by  distillation  or  otherwise ;  nor,  in  fact,  from  making  and 
selling  the  specific  medicine  which  they  now  produce.  But 
the  objection  is,  that  the  covenant  operates  to  restrain  them 
from  the  use  of  the  name  of  "  Humphreys'  Witch  Hazel "  in 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.         Ml 

# 

Pond's  Extract  Co.  agt  HnmphrejrB'  Specific  Homoeopathic  Co. 

- 

connection  with  the  medicine.  I  am  inclined  to  the  opinion 
that  the  defendants  cannot  use  snch  name  in  that  connection, 
and  that  snch  nse  is  a  violation  of  the  covenant  into  which 
defendants  entered  with  the  plaintiff  when  they  made  the 
sale  in  December,  1872. 

The  defendants  were  called  npon,  in  good  &ith,  in  virtue 
of  the  large  consideration  paid  to  them,  honestly  to  observe 
the  covenant  in  its  trne  spirit.  Humphreys'  name  had  been 
used  in  connection  with  "  Pond's  Extract."  That  was  pub- 
licly known.  His  connection  with  it,  and  the  great  efforts  he 
had  personally  made  to  bring  the  article  into  use,  doubtless 
added  to  the  large  demand  made  for  it  as  a  medicine,  and 
adds  to  the  plaintiff's  damages  by  the  sale  of  the  article 
known  as  "  Humphreys'  Witch  Hazel."  Defendants  were 
clearly  under  obligation,  by  the  exact  words  of  the  covenant, 
not  to  make  or  sell  the  medicine  under  the  name  of  ^^  Hum- 
phreys' Pond  Extract."  They  were  likewise  under  restraint, 
by  force  of  the  covenant,  from  selling  under  the  name  of 
"  Extract  of  Witch  Hazel."  The  putting  of  the  article  on 
the  market,  under  the  name  of  "  Humphreys'  Witch  Hazel," 
would  seem  to  be  a  clear  breach  of  the  covenant.  No  name 
or  combination  of  words  could  have  been  adopted  more  likely 
to  have  damaged  the  plaintiff 's  preparation.  It  suggests  the 
shrub  from  which  Pond  obtained  his  medicine,  and  its 
genuineness  confirmed  by  the  association  of  the  name  of 
Dr.  Humphreys  therewith,  a  successor  of  Pond,  and  whose 
efforts  in  its  behalf  were  well  and  publicly  known. 

The  slight  change  made  in  placing  "  Humphreys'  "  name 
before  "  Witch  Hazel,"  instead  of  "  Pond's  Extract,"  the 
medicine  being  in  fact  the  same,  is  a  palpable  attempt  to 
evade  the  spirit  of  the  covenant.  But  it  should  not  succeed 
in  a  court  of  equity,  which  should  hold  the  defendants 
to  the  conscientious  observance  of  their  agreement,  in  spirit 
and  according  to  its  true  intent. 

As  the  defendants  are  not    restrained    absolutely  from 
making  and  selling  a  medicine  produced  from  the  shrub 
Vol.  L  46 
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in  qneetion,  bat  only  from  doing  so  under  certain  names,  I 
do  not  regard  the  agreement  void,  as  being  in  restraint  of 
trade. 

It  has  already  been  held  at  special  term,  upon  a  full 
argument,  that  the  remedy  by  injunction  is  a  proper  one  in 
this  action,  and  the  injunction  already  issued  has,  upon 
consideration,  been  continued.  The  conclusion  of  the  special 
term  in  this  regard  appears  to  be  well  founded.  The  injury 
is  a  continuing  one,  and  repeated  by  every  sale.  An  action 
for  damages  would  prove  an  inadequate  remedy,  and  the 
injunction  will  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  actions. 

There  should  be*  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  relief 
asked,  which  is,  in  substance,  a  perpetual  restraint. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

John  D.  Phillip8  agt.  Beuben  H.  Cudlipp,  Thb  Mayob, 

Aldebmbn,  &G.y  et  al. 

Interest  upon  an  cmcvrdfor  widening  Broadway y  New  York, 

The  interest  on  an  award  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  widening  of  Broadway,  in 
pursuance  of  the  act  of  1869,  began  to  run  against  the  corporation  of  the 
city  of  New  York  on  the  day  that  demand  was  made  upon  the  comp- 
troller by  the  plaintiff  for  payment,  pursuant  to  the  act  of  1860,  after  the 
confirmation  of  the  report  of  the  commissioners. 

N.  Y.  Special  Term^  February ,  1874. 

Van  Beunt,  J. — The  main  qaestion  in  this  action  is  as  to 
the  tim^  when  interest  began,  if  at  all,  to  run  against  the  cor- 
poration of  the  city  of  New  York,  upon  the  award  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  widening  of  Broadway. 

By  the  act  of  1869  relative  to  the  widening  of  Broadway 
the  commissioners  of  estimate  and  assessment  were  required 
to  designate  in  their  report  the  time  for  the  actual  opening 
of  that  part  of  Broadway  to  be  widened  and  straightened, 
which  time  was  fixed  in  the  report  of  the  commissioners  as 
May  2,  1872.  This  report,  in  consequence  of  unforeseen 
delays,  was  not  confirmed  by  the  court  until  July  5,  1872. 
No  demand  was  made  by  any  person  upon  any  corporate 
authority  for  the  payment  of  said  award  until  May  2l8t,  1873, 
when  a  demand  was  made  upon  the  comptroller,  pursuant  to 
the  act  of  1860. 

In  considering  whether  the  corporation  has  become  liable 
for  interest,  it  will  be  necessary  to  glance  at  the  condition  of 
the  law  in  respect  to  the  payment  of  awards  by  the  city. 

By  the  act  of  1813,  awards  became  due  from  the  city  within 
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four  months  after  the  confirmation  of  the  report  of  the  com- 
missioners, and  in  case  of  neglect  or  de&alt  in  the  payment 
within  the  four  months,  the  persons  in  whose  favor  the  awards 
have  been  made  may,  at  any  time  after  application  first  made 
to  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty,  in  common  coun- 
cil convened,  for  payment  thereof,  sue  for  and  recover  the 
awards,  with  lawful  interest  from  and  after  the  application 
therefor. 

By  the  act  of  1818  as  construed  by  this  court  in  the  case 
of  Hammersley  agt.  The  Mayor,  the  act  of  1813  was  so  fer 
altered  as  to  suspend  the  right  to  sue  for  nineteen  months 
after  the  confirmation  of  the  report  of  the  commissioners 
unless  the  corporation  took  some  steps  towards  entering 
upon  the  possession  of  the  premises.  In  that  case  no  decision 
is  given  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  this  part  of  the  act  of 
1818,  and  no  question  as  to  that  act  can  arise  in  this  case. 
It  will  be  seen  that  this  provision  of  the  act  of  1818,  author- 
izing the  corporation  to  suspend  the  opening,  extending, 
enlarging,  altering  and  improving  of  any  street,  &c.y  for  such 
time  as  they  shall  think  proper,  not  exceeding  fifteen  months 
in  the  whole,  after  the  confirmation  of  the  report  of  the  com- 
missioners, has.no  application  to  the  proceedings  for  the 
widening  of  Broadway,  because  the  act  of  1869  fixes  the  time 
when  the  widening  shall  take  place,  or,  at  least,  designates 
how  it  shall  be  fixed,  and  the  corporation  had  no  power  to 
alter  the  date,  and  the  time  for  payment  of  awards  would 
have  run  froni  that  date  had  the  report  of  the  commissioners 
been  confirmed  prior  thereto,  but  as  it  was  not  confirmed 
until  after  this  date,  such  time  must  run  from  the  confirma- 
tion of  the  report. 

As  all  the  previous  acts  relating  to  street  openings,  &c., 
are  made  applicable,  as  far  as  they  are  not  inconsistent  with 
the  act  of  1869,  to  the  widening  of  Broadway,  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1813  in  reference  to  the  pay- 
ment of  awards  apply,  as  they  are  clearly  not  inconsistent 
with  the  act  of  1869,  above  mentioned. 
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This  act  of  1813  provides  only  for  payment  of  interest 
upon  awards  after  a  demand  upon  thp  mayor,  aldermen  and 
commonalty  in  common  council  convened.  In  the  present 
condition  of  our  city  government  it  would  be  impossible  for 
such  a  demand  to  be  made  as  the  executive  and  legislative 
branches  of  the  city  government  never  in  common  council 
convene,  but  the  laws  have  proyided  what  demand  should  be 
made  in  cases  of  actions  against  the  city  and  upon  whom ; 
and  such  a  demand  has  been  made  in  this  action. 

If  there  was  no  legislation  upon  the  subject,  I  think  that 
the  courts  would  be  compelled,  from  the  negessities  of  the 
case,  to  hold  that  interest  should  not  run  upon  awards  until 
a  demand  had  been  made  for  their  payment.  That  the  pay- 
ments of  such  awards  do  not  come  within  the  ordinary  rule 
that  a  debtor  must  seek  his  creditor  and  tender  the  amount 
due,  in  order  to  stop  interest,  but  that  awards  of  this  descrip- 
tion are  in  the  nature  of  debts  payable  upon  demand,  and 
require  such  demand  in  order  to  make  interest  commence 
to  run. 

In  the  case  of  awards  to  unknown  owners,  if  any  other  rule 
is  adopted,  interest  w6uld  be  running  against  the  corporation 
without  any  possibility  of  their  stoppingat.  A  demand  was 
made  on  the  21st  day  of  May,  1873,  according  to  law,  upon 
the  comptroller  for  the  payment  of  this  award,  and  this,  it 
seems  to  me,  as  no  demand  can  possibly  be  made  upon  the 
mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty,  in  common  council  con- 
vened, is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintifi*  to  claim  interest 
from  that  date.  The  plaintifis  are  entitled  to  judgment 
against  the  corporation  for  the  amount  of  their  award,  with 
interest  from  May  21,  1873  ;  and  to  a  decree  of  foreclosure 
and  sale,  as  to  that  part  of  the  premises  which  have  not  been 
taken  for  the  sum  remaining  due  upon  the  mortgage. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

CoBNELius  PoiLLON  and  another  agt.  Reuben  H.  Cudlipp 

et  al. 

Extra  allowance  —  denied  in  action  to  reach  an  award. 

In  an  action  to  reach  an  award  in  the  hands  of  the  comptroller  of  the  city 
of  New  York,  for  the  taking  mortgaged  premises  for  the  widening  of 
Broadway,  where  the  whole  issue  was  between  the  defendants  and  the 
corporation,  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  *to  an  extra  allowance  under 
section  809  of  the  Code. 

If.  T.  Special  Term^  Felyruary^  1874. 

Van  Beunt,  J.  —  This  is  a  motion  for  an  extra  allowance 
under  section  309  of  the  Code.  I  do  not  see  how  the  plain- 
tiff brings  himself  within  any  of  its  provisions.  The  action 
is  not  one  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  but  to*  reach  an  award  in 
the  hands  of  the  comptroller  made  for  the  taking  of  the 
mortgaged  premises  for  the  widening  of  Broadway.  It  was 
not  a  difficult  and  extraordinary  case  as  far  as  the  plaintiff 
was  concerned,  because  he  was  either  entitled  to  a  judgment 
for  the  interest  in  dispute  against  the  defendants  Cudlipp  and 
Scott,  or  against  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York. 
In  fact  the  whole  issue  was  between  the  defendants  Cudlipp 
and  Scott  and  the  corporation,  and  in  such  a  case  I  have 
decided,  in  the  case  of  Devlin  agt.  The  Mayor^  that  no  allow- 
ance can  be  granted. 

There  was  no  answer  in  the  case  by  the  corporation,  and 
no  questions  whatever  were  raised  between  the  plaintiffs  and 
the  corporation. 

Motion  for  extra  allowance  must  be  denied. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Albebt  H.  Wbight  agt.  The  Equitable  Life  Assubanoe 
Society  of  the    United    States  and    Wilhblmina  D. 

SOHOTT. 

The  answers  made  by  a  person  seeking  to  have  his  life  insured  constitute 
warranties,  and  must  be  substantially  true,  or  the  policy  will  be  void. 

Special  Term^  June  17,  1875. 
Argued  December^  1875. 

The  action  was  brought  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  upon 
the  life  of  George  Schott,  dated  the  2d  day  of  April,  1868,  to 
recover  $20,000,  the  amount  insured.  The  application  for 
the  insurance  was  dated  the  31st  of  March,  1868. 

The  policy  was  issued  on  the  application  and  was  assigned 
by  Schott  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  it  was  issued,  delivered 
to  the  company,  and  recorded  on  its  books. 

After  the  commencement  of  the  action  Wilhelmina  D. 
Schott,  widow  of  George  Schott,  and  administratrix  of  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  his  estate,  claimed  that  she,  as  such 
administratrix,  was  entitled  to  receive  the  amount  for  which 
her  husband's  life  was  insured,  subject  to  some  comparatively 
small  claims,  and  was  made  a  party  defendant,  pursuant  to  an 
order  of  the  court. 

She  appeared  and  put  in  her  answer  setting  forth  her  right 
in  the  premises,  charging  that  the  plaintiff  had  fraudi^lently 
and  corruptly  contrived  to  deprive  her  of  her  just  claims,  and 
denies  that  the  plaintiff  has  or  ever  had  any  right  to  said 
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policy  or  the  amount  thereof,  excepting  ciertain  preminms 
paid  by  him,  and  she  also  claims  judgment  against  the  com- 
pany defendant  for  said  policy  on  the  amount  thereof. 

The  policy  was  issued  and  accepted  by  the  assured  upon 
certain  conditions  and  agreements,  among  which  were  the 
following : 

"  If  the  declarations  made  in  the  application  for  the  policy, 
or  any  statement  respecting  the  person  or  family  of  the  per- 
son whose  life  is  hereby  assured  submitted  by  such  person  to 
this  society,  and  upon  the  faith  of  which  declarations  or  state- 
ments this  policy  is  issued,  should  be  found  in  any  respect 
untrue,  then  in  every  such  case  tliis  policy  shall  be  null  and 
void." 

After  the  questions  and  answers  the  application  contained 
the  following: 

"  It  is  hereby  declared  that  the  above  are  fair  and  true 
answers  to  the  foregoing  questions,  and  it  is  acknowledged 
and  agreed  by  the  undersigned  that  the  above  statements 
shall  form  the  basis  of  the  contract  for  assurance;  and,  also, 
that  any  untrue  or  fraudulent  answers,  any  suppression  of 
facts  in  regard  to  the  person's  health,  or  neglect  to  pay  the 
premiums  on  or  before  the  day  it  becomes  due,  will  render 
the  policy  null  and  void  and  forfeit  all  payments  made 
thereon." 

This  application  was  signed  by  George  Schott  as  the  per- 
son whose  life  was  insured,  and  for  whose  benefit  the  policy 
was  made. 

It  was  found  by  the  inquisition  on  view  of  the  body  of 
George  Schott  that  he  came  to  his  death  by  fatty  degenera- 
tion of  the  heart.  It  appears  from  the  inquisition  that  he 
had  suffered  from  chronic  inflammation  of  the  bladder  and  of 
the  large  intestines,  especially  the  rectum,  producing  consti- 
pation, followed  by  a  severe  diarrhoea.  That  he  retired  to 
his  bed  very  feeble  on  the  evening  of  the  2d  of  June,  1870, 
in  which  he  was  found  dead  on  the  following  morning. 
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Z.  J?.  Btmnelly  attorney  for  plaintiff;  Geo.   W.  CotteriUy 
of  counsel. 

Henry  Day^  attorney  for  defendants;  D.  D.  Lord^  of 
counsel. 

Speib,  J,  —  The  main  question  to  be  considered  is  whether 
the  statements  contained  in  the  application  on  which  the 
policy  was  issued  were  absolute  warranties  or  mere  represen- 
tations. I  think  it  is  clear  that  both  parties  intended  that 
the  policy  and  the  application  as  proposed  should  constitute 
the  contract  between  them.  The  language  in  the  conditions 
of  the  policy  expressly  states  that  the  policy  is  issued  upon 
the  faith  of  the  declaration  and  statements  of  the  assured, 
and  if  found  in  any  respects  untrue,  the  policy  shall  be  null 
and  void.  In  the  application  it  is  also  expressly  declared,  at 
the  foot  of  the  answers  and  questions  signed  by  the  applicant, 
acknowledged  and  agreed  to  by  him,  that  the  above  state- 
ments shall  form  the  basis  of  the  contract  of  assurance ;  and 
that  any  untrue  or  fraudulent  answers,  any  suppression  of 
facts,  &c.,  will  render  the  policy  null  and  void,  and  forfeit  all 
payments  made  thereon.  According  to  well  established, 
rules,  the  policy  and  the  application  must  be  construed  as 
embracing  a  single  instrument  or  contract.  The  statements 
by  the  assured,  contained  in  the  policy,  by  being  written 
thereon  in  reply  to  the  interrogatories,  by  reference  to  the 
proposal,  become  warranties,  and  must  be  substantially  true, 
or  the  policy  will  be  void  (1  Phillips  on  Ina.y  sec,  892  ;  Angel 
on  Ins.,  sec.  141 ;  Anderson  agt.  Fitzgeraldy  4  House  of  Lords 
Cases  J  484 ;  Foot  agt.  ^tna  Life  Ins.  Co.,,  reported  in  vol.  4 
No.  4,  Insurance  Law  Journal^  jp.  260,  April,  1875,  Easl, 
commissioner).  The  parties  to  insurance  contracts  have  the 
right  to  make  their  own  bargains,  and  if  they  make  the  rep- 
resentations and  statements  material  by  inserting  them,  they 
alone  are  the  judges  of  their  materiality ;  nor  does  it  matter 
whether  the  party  made  the  untrue  statements  innocently, 
Vol.  L  47 


870  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Wright  agt.  Equitable  Life  ABSurance  Society. 

believing  them  to  be  true  (  Voae  agt.  Eagle  Life  and  Health 
Ins,  Co.^  6  Cuah.^  42).  Among  the  conditions  on  which  the 
poh'cj  is  issued  was,  that  if  the  declarations  made  in  the 
application,  or  any  statements  on  which  it  was  issued,  should 
be  found  in  any  respect  untrue,  then  the  policy  should  be 
null  and  void.  If,  therefore,  we  should  consider  that  Dr. 
Pape,  or  Dr.  Macfarlan,  under  whose  advice  as  medical  exam- 
inbrs  or  as  &mily  physicians,  the  policy  was  issued,  as  act- 
ing for  the  company,  the  fact  that  they  or  either  of  them,  had 
at  the  time  knowledge  of  Schott's  prior  condition,  obtained 
before,  when  not  acting  for  the  company,  it  is  of  no  import- 
ance as  affecting  the  company's  liability.  The  parties  must 
stand  by  the  answers  contained  in  the  contract.  It  is  enough 
that  the  representations  are  warranties,  and  untrue  in  fact,  to 
vitiate  the  policy  {See  Baker  agt.  Home  Life  Ins.  Co,y  in 
Insurance  Law  Jowmal^  supra^  p.  315). 

The  case  of  Jeffries^  admr.^  agt.  Life  Insurance  Company, 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  October  term,  1874,  con- 
tains clauses  in  the  policy  and  application  almost  identical 
with  the  case  before  me.  Mr.  justice  Hunt  in  that  case  says : 
"  The  proposition  at  the  foundation  of  this  point  is  this :  that 
statements  and  declarations  made  in  the  policy  shall  be  true. 
This  stipulation  is  not  expressed  to  be  made  as  to  important 
or  material  statements  only,  or  to  those  supposed  to  be  mate- 
rial, but  as  to  all  statements.  The  statements  need  not  come 
up  to  the  degree  of  warranties.  *  *  *  A  faithful  per- 
formance of  the  agreement  is  made  an  express  condition  to 
the  existence  of  a  liability  on  the  part  of  the  company." 

Where  false  answers  are  made  to  inquiries  which  do  not 
relate  to  the  risk,  the  policy  is  not  necessarily  avoided,  unless 
the  mind  of  the  company  is  influenced  by  them.  But  that  is 
not  the  case  where  it  is  expressly  covenanted,  as  a  condition 
of  liability,  that  the  statements  and  declarations  made  in  the 
application  are  true,  and  where  the  truth  of  such  statements 
forms  the  basis  of  the  contract. 

Under  this  view  of  the  contract  it  will  only  be  necessary  to 
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show  that  some  of  the  statements  were  untrue,  iu  fact,  in  order 
to  sustain  the  defense.  Among  the  questions  and  answei-s  in 
writing,  which  constituted  a  part  of  the  application,  were  the 
following  questions,  numbered  as  follows :  No.  8.  Is  the  per- 
son's life  now  insured  and  if  so  for  how  much  ?  Answer.  Yes ; 
in  the  Guardian  for  $10,000.  This  was  untrue.  It  was 
uncontradicted  that  his  life  was  then  insured  by  other  policies 
than  that  of  the  Guardian  Insurance  Company  for  $10,000, 
viz. :  In  the  Knickerbocker  Company  for  $15,000,  and  in 
the^tna  for  $10,000.  It  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  counsel 
that  he  answered  correctly.  He  says  if  the  company  desired 
any  further  information  they  should  have  asked  him  ^'  if  he 
was  insured  in  other  companies."  The  question  called  not 
only  for  an  answer  as  to  insurance  generally,  but  the  specific 
amount  of  insurance.  In  that  respect  it  was  clearly  untrue. 
No.  17.  Has  the  person  had  any  serious  illness,  local  disease 
or  personal  injury,  and  if  so  of  what  nature  ?  Answer.  No ; 
except  slight  fracture  of  the  leg,  about  twenty  years  ago. 
This  the  assured  answered  by  a  simple  and  unqualified  nega- 
tive excepting  the  personal  injury  of  a  fractured  leg  twenty 
years  prior  to  the  time  of  his  answer.  The  evidence  seems 
to  me  to  be  conclusively  established  that  the  applicant  had 
been  suffering  for  a  long  time  prior  to  the  time  of  his  applica- 
tion with  a  serious  illness,  and  that  the  disease  was  local. 
The  defendant,  Mrs.  Schott,  and  wife  of  the  applicant,  states 
"  he  had  been  ailing  for  fifteen  years.  The  whole  trouble 
seemed  to  be  in  his  bowels,  for  which  complaint  he  had  con- 
sulted several  physicians,  and  though  attending  to  business 
hardly  able  to."  If  any  thing  can  be  proved  as  a  matter  of 
medical  science  I  think  it  is  established  that  he  had  some 
chronic  disease  of  the  bowels,  which  manifested  itself  by 
alternate  attacks  of  diarrhoea  and  constipation.  The  evidence 
is  pretty  clear  to  show  that  Schott  had  also  had  severe 
illness  known  as  strictui*e  of  the  rectum,  chronic  irritability 
of  the  mucous  lining  of  the  large  intestines,  especially  of  the 
rectum.     As  to  some  of  these  diseases,  however,  there  may  be 
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some  question  of  fact  as  to  their  specific  character  and  techni- 
cal definition,  but  there  seems  to  be  no  room  for  doubt  that 
he  had  been  afflicted  for  many  years  with  disease  of  the 
bowels,  and  that  his  constitution  had  been  seriously  impaired 
by  such  disease.  It  is  very  difficult  to  believe,  from  all  the 
evidence  in  the  case,  that  Schott  ^'  was  in  all  respects  a  first- 
class  healthy  risk,"  on  which  the  issue  of  a  policy  was  recom- 
mended. This  being  so,  and  the  answer  to  the  above  ques- 
tions being  shown  to  be  untrue  by  the  express  terms  of  the 
agreement  in  the  application  and  of  the  policy  itself,  the 
company  is  not  liable  for  the  amount  insured,  or  any  part 
thereof. 

There  must  be  judgment  for  the  defendant,  The  Equitable 
Life  Insurance  Society  of  the  United  States. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

In  the  Mattbb  of  William  S.  Lobw,  an  attorney  and 

connsellor  at  law. 

An  attorney  disbarred. 

QmeroL  Term^  May^  1875. 

Before  Davis,  P. «/.,  Daniels  and  Donohxtk,  JJ. 

HonoN  to  strike  the  name  of  William  N.  Loew  from  the 
roll  of  attorneys  and  connsellors  of  the  supreme  court,  New 
York,  and  disqualify  him  from  acting  as  such. 

George  F.  <&  J.  0.  Jvlivs  Langhem^  for  motion. 

Jwme8  C.  Carter  J  Oeorge  F.  Seymour  dk  John  Z.  Lindsay  ^ 
opposed. 

In  the  month  of  June,  1874,  an  action  was  brought  in  the 
marine  court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  by  Joseph  Bernard, 
through  his  attorney,  J.  C.  Julius  Langbein,  Esq.,  against 
Gharlee  Leo  and  August  Kalb,  to  recover  the  sum  of  $643.46 
loaned  and  advanced  to  said  defendants  and  for  their  use  and 
benefit.  The  defendants  appeared  by  William  N.  Loew  as 
their  attorney,  and  served  an  answer.  This  answer  was 
returned  by  the  plaintiff'  attorney  with  the  following  words 
indorsed  thereon,  viz. :  "  The  within  answer  is  hereby  returned 
for  the  reason  that  the  verification  therein  is  insufficient,  inas- 
much as  the  same  does  not  state  it  is  true  to  the  knowlege  of 
the  defendant,  as  required  by  section  157  of  the  Code  of 
Procedure  and  existing  decisions."  The  verification  which 
was  returned  stated  that  one  of  the  defendants  '^  has  read  the 
foregoing  answer  and  knows  the  contents  thereof,  except  as 
to  the  matters  therein  stated  upon  information  and  belief,  and 
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.as  to  those  matters  he  believes  them  to  be  true."  The  plain- 
tiffs'  attorney,  after  returning  the  answer  for  the  reasons 
aforesaid,  entered  up  judgment  as  for  want  of  an  answer  and 
issued  execution  thereon  to  the  sheriff,  whereupon  Loew,  as 
the  attorney  for  the  defendants,  procured  an  order  to  show 
cause,  with  a  stay  of  proceedings,  why  the  answer  served 
should  not  stand  and  be  accepted  and  taken  by  plaintiffi^ 
attorney  as  valid  and  good,  and  the  judgment  entered  as  if 
by  default  be  vacated  and  set  aside ;  and  in  support  of  that 
motion,  upon  the  argument  thereof,  Loew  charged  in  open 
court  that  George  F.  Langbein,  or  J.  C.  Julius  Langbein,  his 
brother,  erased,  or  by  some  one  in  their  office,  caused  to  be 
erased  the  words  "  to  be  tnie  to  his  own  knowledge^^  from  the 
copy  of  the  answer  served  ;  that  those  words  were,  to  his  own 
knowledge,  interlined  in  the  copy  of  the  answer  served, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  its  service  upon  the  plaintiffs'  attor- 
neys, and  that  said  copy  answer  was  returned  so  erased  for 
the  purpose  of  entering  judgment.  The  Messrs.  Langbein, 
after  recovering  from  their  surprise,  charged  Loew  with  having 
made  said  erasure,  and  further,  that  he  had  made  his  charge 
against  them  or  their  clerk  for  the  purpose  of  screening  him- 
self from  his  mistake  in  having  carelessly  and  negligently 
omitted  the  words  "  to  be  true  to  his  own  knowledge,"  in  the 
verification  of  the  copy  answer.  • 

Mr.  justice  Joachimsen,  before  whom  the  motion  was 
heard,  upon  motion  of  the  Messrs.  Langbein,  first  made  an 
order  referring  the  charges  to  Mr.  Albert  Stickney,  counsellor 
at  law,  to  take  evidence  and  proofs  concerning  the  charge  so 
made  of  falsifying  the  copy  answer  served,  by  making  the 
erasure  in  the  verification  and  then  returning  it  to  defendants' 
attorney  as  not  properly  verified,  and  entering  judgment 
as  if  there  was  a  failure  to  answer;  and  directing  further, 
that  the  referee  report  to  a  general  term  of  the  marine  court, 
with  his  decision  thereon,  when  the  court  would  dispose  of 
the  question  of  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  proceeding. 
He  then,  by  another  order,  granted  leave  to  the  defendant 
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to  serve  answer,  with  an  amended  verification,  upon  payment 
of  ten  dollars  costs  of  the  motion  and  the  expenses  attending 
the  judgment  and  execntion  and  the  sheriff's  fees,  which  was 
in  effect  deciding  the  motion  on  the  merits  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  but  indulging  the  defendants'  attorney,  on  terms, 
with  leave  to  amend  the  defective  verification.  The  referee 
reported  as  his  opinion,  that  the  words  "  to  be  true  to  his  own 
knowledge  "  were  not  in  the  verification  in  the  copy  of  the 
answer  served,  when  it  was  served  on  June  15,  1874: ;  that 
these  words  were  not  erased  by  either  George  F.  Langbien  or 
J.  C.  Julius  Langbien,  or  by  any  person  in  their  office ;  that 
that  erasure  was  simulated  by  "William  N.  Loew,  with  the 
intent  of  charging  that  these  words  had  originally  been  there 
written  when  the  copy  answer  had  been  served,  and  of  further 
charging  that  those  words  had  thereafter  been  fraudulently 
erased  by  some  one  in  the  office  of  the  Langbein  Brothers, 
with  the  wrongful  intent  and  purpose  of  returning  that  copy 
answer  as  if  it  had  been  properly  verified.  The  general  term 
of  the  marine  court,  in  February,  1875,  Shea,  C.  J.,  Alkbb 
and  Gross,  J  J.,  chief  justice  Shea  delivering  the  opinion, 
decided  "  that  the  evidence  and  proofs  taken  by  the  referee 
show,  beyond  doubt,  that  the  charge  made  by  Loew  in  open 
court  against  the  Langbien  Brothers  and  those  employed  in 
their  office,  especially  J.  C.  Julius  Langbien,  the  attorney  for 
the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  was  untrue,  and  was  a  malicious 
device,  recklessly  set  afoot,  to  do  those  gentlemen  a  great  and 
undeserved  injury  in  their  character  and  reputation  as  mem- 
bers of  the  bar  and  as  members  of  this  community ;  that  the 
opinion  of  the  referee  be  confirmed,  and  that  an  order  be 
entered  in  due  form  enforcing  the  appropriate  civil  remedy 
under  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  and  that  the  court  impose 
a  fine  of  $480  upon  the  said  William  N.  Loew,  to  be  paid  by 
him  to  the  said  J.  O.  Julius  Langbien  as  and  for  his  indem- 
nity, and  to  satisfy  his  costs  and  expenses  upon  and  concern- 
ing the  said  reference  and  in  his  behalf,  and  that  said  William 
N.  Loew  be  imprisoned  in  the  proper  jail  in  default  of  paying 
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and  until  he  pay  the  same."  Upon  the  papers  and  proceed- 
ings had,  a  motion  was  made  to  the  general  term  of  the 
supreme  court  to  strike  the  name  of  William  N.  Loew  &om 
the  roll  of  attorneys  and  counsellors  at  law,  upon  which 
application  the  general  term  decided  as  follows,  Judge 
Daniels  writing  the  opinion : 

Daniels,  J,  —  This  application  has  been  made  upon 
charges  involving  gross  professional  misbehavior.  It  is 
alleged  that  an  answer  was  served  by  William  N.  Loew,  an 
attorney,  in  an  action  in  the  marine  court,  on  the  last  day 
allowed  for  that  purpose,  with  so  defective  a  verification  as  to 
justify  the  plaintiff's  attorney  in  refusing  to  receive  it,  and 
to  enter  up  judgment  by  default.  The  words  omitted  were, 
^^toie  true  to  his  ovm  haowledge^'^  from  the  form  prescribed 
by  the  Code,  and  their  absence  rendered  the  verification 
materially  defective.  The  charge  was,  that  after  the  answer 
was  returned,  for  the  reason  of  the  defect,  an  erasure  was 
made  between  the  lines  where  the  clause  might  appropriately 
have  been  inserted,  for  the  purpose  of  claiming  that  the 
answer  had  been  correctly  verified ;  and  that  the  clause  was 
erased  by  the  plaintiffs'  attorneys  in  the  action,  so  that  they 
could  return  the  answer,  and  enter  their  judgment  by  default. 
And  that  use  was  made  of  the  answer  in  the  marine  court 
by  William  N.  Loew,  on  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  default 
taken  in  the  case ;  upon  that  hearing,  a  reference  was  ordered 
to  ascertain  the  facts,  and  upon  the  proceedings  thereupon 
had,  and  the  affidavits  produced  in  support  of,  and  against 
the  present  application,  this  case  has  been  heard  withoat 
objection  in  this  court. 

The  evidence  was  orally  taken  before  the  referee,  and, 
after  a  careful  consideration  of  it,  he  concluded  that  the  words 
were  not  in  the  verification  of  the  answer  when  it  was  served  ; 
and  that  the  erasure  afterward  appearing  upon  the  paper 
between  the  lines,  where  it  was  affirmed  they  had  been  writ- 
ten, was  made  by  William  N.  Loew^  with  the  design  of  using 
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the  paper  as  the  fonudation  of  the  charge  that  it  had  been 
mutilated  \>y  the  plaintiffs'  attorneys  and  then  returned,  so 
that  they  could  enter  their  judgment  by  default;  and  that  he 
did  make  that  charge  upon  it,  and  applied,  for  that  reason,  to 
set  aside  the  judgment ;  and  for  an  order  that  the  answer 
should  be  allowed  to  stand  as  properly  served. 

That  the  clause  in  question  was  omitted  from  the  copy  of 
the  answer  which  was  served,  at  the  time  it  was  copied, 
was  clearly  shown.  But  on  the  part  of  William  N".  Loew  it 
was  maintained  that  the  omission  was  both  observed  and 
supplied  before  any  service  of  it  was  made.  The  evidence  in 
support  of  that  position  was  wholly  given  by  William  N. 
Loew,  and  his  clerk  Infeld,  at  the  time  in  his  oflBce.  They 
both  stated  that  the  absence  of  the  clause  was  discovered  in 
comparing  the  copy  with  the  answer  as  it  had  been  sworn  to, 
and  that  the  clerk  then  and  there  inserted  it.  This  evidence, 
however,  was  impaired  by  that  given  by  Levy,  another  occu- 
pant of  the  same  office,  who  stated  that  he  observed  William 
N.  Loew  and  his  clerk  comparing  the  papers,  but  heard  noth- 
ing said  about  supplying  any  omission,  and  said  nothing 
indicating  the  performance  of  such  an  act.  It  was  also  in 
conflict  with  the  fact  assumed  in  the  marine  court  by  chief 
justice  Shea,  when  the  motion  to  be  relieved  from  the  default 
was  argued,  and  by  the  referee,  from  an  inspection  of  the 
erasure,  that  the  erased  space  was  not  sufficiently  extended 
to  contain  the  omitted  clause.  How  satisfactorily  that  fact 
appeared  from  the  erased  space,  this  court  has  no  means  of 
determining,  because  the  paper  has  not  been  before  it.  By 
some  means  the  copy  answer  has  disappeared,  so  that  it  could 
not  be  produced  upon  the  hearing  of  this  application.  But 
in  its  absence,  it  may  be  presumed  as  the  statement  of  the 
fact  was  made  by  the  chief  justice  of  the  marine  court,  in  the 
presence  of  William  N.  Loew,  and  his  attention  was  particu- 
larly directed  to  it,  and  no  assertion  to  the  contrary  was  then 
made,  that  it  was  supported  by  the  appearance  of  the  paper. 

Further  evidence  was  given  in  his  behalf  by  another  occu- 
VoL.  L  48 
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pant  of  the  same  office,  named  Loweiithal,  who  stated  that 
he  was  present  when  the  answer  was  returned,  and  took  it 
out  of  the  hands  of  Levy,  who  had  received  it,  and  then 
discovered  the  erasure.  If  this  were  true,  the  fact  would  go 
far  to  sustain  the  statement  of  William  N.  Loew  and  his 
clerk.  But  on  this  subject  Lowenthal  stands  alone,  but 
Levy  does  not  state  that  he  paw  any  erasure,  or  even  looked 
for  any.  And  the  ismswer  remained  in  Lowenthal's  hands 
until  Loew,  who  soon  entered  the  office,  received  it  from  him, 
and  afterwards  retained  it  until  it  was  produced  by  him  on 
the  motion  in  the  marine  court.  But  the  evidence  of  Low- 
enthal was  given  with  such  apparent  malignity  towards  the 
plaintiffs'  attorneys  in  the  action  in  which  the  answer  was 
served,  as  very  materially  to  detract  from  his  credit  as  a 
witness,  and  in  addition  to  that  he  was  so  effectually 
impeached  by  proof  of  his  bad  character,  that  even  William 
N.  Loew  does  not  insist  upon  his  statement  as  reliable.  What 
he  swore  to  may  be  practically  regarded  as  out  of  the  case, 
affording  for  that  reason  no  support  whatever  to  the  respond- 
ent in  this  statement  as  a  witness.  And  to  the  respondent 
himself  some  evidence  of  that  general  nature  was  given,  but 
not  of  itself  sufficient  to  amount  to  an  actual  impeachment. 
But  George  and  Julius  Langbein,  and  their  clerk  who  copied 
the  answer  before  it  was  returned,  and  whose  characters 
were  in  no  way  assailed,  each  testified  positively  that  the 
omitted  clause  was  not  in  the  verification,  and  that  no  erasure 
whatever  appeared  on  the  paper.  This,  with  the  extent  of 
the  erasure,  was  sufficient  to  show  that  Lifeld  must  have  been 
mistaken  in  his  recollection  that  the  clause  was  added  before 
the  copy  answer  was  served,  and  so  renders  it  highly  probable 
that  the  erasure  upon  the  paper  was  made  by  William  N. 
Loew,  after  he  received  it  from  Lowenthal,  as  Levy  said  he 
did,  and  before  he  produced  it  in  the  marine  court  on  the 
application  there  made  by  him. 

It  is  true  that  the  denial  of  William  N.  Loew  cannot  be 
excused  on  the  ground  of  mistake.    But  as  it  was  improbable 
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from  the  extent  of  the  erasure  that  it  could  have  contained 
the  omitted  clause,  and  the  evidence  given  to  show  its  absence 
from  the  verification  when  the  answer  was  served  and  returned 
was  so  direct  and  positive  by  these  unimpeached  witnesses, 
his  statement  was  completely  disproved .  and  overthrown. 
There  was  very  good  reason  for  believing  not  only  that  the 
clause  had  been  omitted  and  the  erasure  afterwards  purposely 
made  by  "William  N.  Loew  for  the  fraudulent  purpose  alleged, 
but  that  he  afterwards  swore  intentionally  false  for  the  pur- 
pose of  shielding  himself  from  its  natural  consequences. 
Both  the  referee  and  the  marine  court,  at  general  term, 
have  adopted  and  expressed  this  view  of  the  case.  And  there 
seems  to  be  no  escape  from  it  in  any  rational  view  which  can 
be  taken  of  the  evidence  and  the  facts  established  by  it.  The 
conclusion  is  one  which  it  would  be  agreeable  to  avoid  if 
that  could  be  reasonably  done.  But  as  the  case  stands  there 
appears  to  be  no  other  reasonable  alternative,  and  as  long 
as  that  is  the  fact  the  application  should  be  allowed  to  prevail, 
for  it  clearly  presents  a  case  of  such  misconduct  as  is  within 
the  statute  upon  this  subject.  That  provides  that  attorneys 
and  counselors  may  be  removed,  or  suspended,  who  shall  be 
guilty  of  deceit,  malpractice  or  misdemeanor  (1  B.  S.  [5th 
«;?.],•  400,  see.  82).  And  the  respondent's  conduct  has  been 
placed  by  the  proof  within  the  fair  import  of  those  terms 
{Matter  of  Percy ^  36  -ST.  F.,  651,  in  which  it  was  held  that 
general  bad  character  was  sufficient  to  justify  expulsion  from 
the  legal  profession).  The  evidence  presents  a  case  of  deceit 
and  malpractice  of  a  very  gross  description,  and  for  that 
nothing  less  can  consistently  be  done  than  the  direction  of  an 
order  that  the  name  of  William  N.  Loew  be  stricken  from 
the  roll  of  attorneys  and  counsellors  of  this  court,  and  that 
he  be  disqualified  from  practicing  as  such,  and  that  his  license 
be  surrendered  to  the  clerk  of  this  court,  and  canceled,  and 
that  he  pay  the  costs  and  expenses  of  this  application. 

Davts,  p.  J.,  and  Donohub,  J.,  concurred. 

Motion  granted  with  costs  and  expenses  accordingly. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Thb  People  ex  rd.  Libbib  Halfin  agt.  Gxobge  Hopey, 

late  keeper  of  capitol. 

MbUon  for  a  mandamuH  against  the  kUe  keeper  of  the  state  eapUoL 

The  keeper  of  the  state  capitol  at  Albany  cannot  be  compelled  by  man 
damns  to  give  a  separate  certificate  to  an  employe  for  services  in  clean- 
ing a  portion  of  the  capitol,  where  he  has  given  a  general  certificate  for 
all  the  employes,  the  applicant  included,  to  the  state  treasurer,  under 
the  act  of  1875,  chapter  684,  page  801. 

If,  according  to  usage,  the  keeper  has  drawn  from  the  treasurer  the 
amount  certified  to  be  due  the  applicant  by  the  production  of  the 
receipt  of  the  latter  in  his  possession,  the  applicant  has  his  remedy 
against  him  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received. 

Albany  Circuity  January^  1876. 
Application  for  a  mandamus. 

J,  W.  McNama/ra^  for  relator. 

FacU. 
On  the  trial  it  was  proven : 

1.  That  between  January  1,  1875,  and  May  1,  1875, 
defendant  was  keeper  of  the  capitol  at  the  city  of  Albany. 

2.  That  the  relator,  at  the  instance  and  request  of  defend- 
ant, cleaned  the  assembly  chamber  and  other  parts  of  the 
said  capitol  on  ninety-one  different  days  between  the  said 
January  1  and  May  1,  1875. 

8.  That  on  the  7th  day  of  July,  1875,  the  relator  applied 
to  the  defendant  for  a  certificate  so  that  she  could  draw  the 
compensation  allowed  by  law  for  her  labor  from  the  state 
treasurer. 
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4.  That  the  defendant  made  out  the  certificate  or  receipt 
and  presented  it  to  the  relator  to  sign,  and  after  she  had 
signed  it  took  it  to  sign  as  a  witness. 

5.  That  after  defendant  had  signed  said  certificate  as  a 
witness  he  did  not  deliver  it  to  relator,  although  she  demanded 
it  of  him. 

6.  That  the  receipt  was  the  form  of  ^'  certificate "  pre- 
scribed by  the  treasurer  to  be  signed  by  the  laborer  and 
witnessed  by  Hopey  {see  Hopey*s  evidence^  folio  7). 

7.  That  the  treasurer  would  not  pay  relator  unless  she 
presented  such  a  receipt  witnessed  by  Hopey  {see  Milktf 
testimony y  folio  20). 

I.  As  the  defendant  claims  the  only  question  to  be  deter- 
mined is,  did  the  defendant  issue  or  deliver  to  the  relator  a 
certificate  as  required  by  law  ?  We  say,  he  did  not,  and  that 
the  court  should  compel  him  by  mandamus  to  issue  and 
deliver  such  certificate. 

1.  The  act  {chap.  684,  Sess,  Laws^  1876)  requires  the 
treasurer  to  pay  {sec,  1)  not  "  on  the  warrant  of  the  comp- 
troller but  upon  the  certificate  of  the  keeper  of  the 
capitol"  {sec.  1,  p.  801,  capitol  expenses)^  the  salaries  of 
'^  women  employed  in  cleaning  the  chambers  and  rooms 
adjoining  the  senate  and  assembly  chambers."  The  filing, 
therefore,  with  the  comptroller  of  the  general  certificate 
introduced  in  evidence  was  not  a  compliance  with  the  law 
and  was  not  so  considered,  so  far  as  it  appears,  by  defendant, 
the  treasurer  or  the  comptroller. 

It  clearly  appears  that  the  relator  could  not  draw  the 
money  unless  she  presented  the  receipt  which  defendant 
refused  to  deliver  to  her  {see  testimony  of  Hopey  and 
MUks^  folios  7  and  20). 

2.  The  practice  was  to  give  some  evidence  to  each  indi- 
vidual of  the  number  of  days  she  worked,  and,  upon  presenta- 
tion of  that  evidence,  the  treasurer  paid  {see  testimony  of 
Hopey  and  MilhSy  folios  10  a/nd  20). 

3.  It  is  not  pretended  by  the  defendant's  counsel  that  there 
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ever  was  a  delivery  of  the  receipt  or  "  certificate ''  in  evi- 
dence to  the  relator.     The  defendant  himself  testifies : 

Q.  After  witnessing  it  (receipt)  yon  refused  to  give  it  to  her  ? 
A.  Yes,  I  kept  it;  1  refused  to  give  it  to  her  {folio  11). 

II.  The  relator  has  no  legal  remedy  except  by  mandamus. 

1.  She  could  not  recover  from  defendant  for  the  reason 
that  he  acted  as  an  ofScer  and  is  not  personally  liable. 

2.  The  fact  that  after  these  proceedings  have  been  com- 
menced the  defendant  induces  the  treasurer  to  pay  him 
ninety-one  dollars,  on  a  certificate  which  was  never  issued, 
does  not  give  the  relator  an  action  against  defendant.  He 
has  not  converted  her  money  —  he  has  not  even  converted 
her  certificate  or  receipt  for  the  reason  that  it  had  no 
valid  existence  until  it  was  witnessed  by  defendant  and  deliv- 
ered to  relator.    It  was  his  name  which  made  it  valuable. 

III.  The  defendant's  counsel  claims  that  the  writ  can  do  us 
no  good  for  the  reasons : 

First.  That  the  amount  has  been  paid  to  Hopey. 

Second.  "  That  the  money  appropriated  for  this  specific 
purpose  is  exhausted  by  payment  on  the  certificate  and 
receipt  above  mentioned." 

1.  In  answer,  we  say  that  there  has  been  no  payment  —  no 
legal  payment,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  money 
appropriated  has  been  exhausted  ;  $16,000  were  appropriated, 
not  to  pay  Libbie  Halpin  but  to  pay  all  the  men  and  women 
referred  to,  and  there  is  no  evidence  before  the  court  in  this 
case  that  a  single  dollar  has  been  paid  to  any  person  from 
that  fund.  So  far  as  this  case  is  concerned,  that  fimd  is 
intact  —  on  hand. 

2.  Again,  if  the  treasurer  claims  that  he  has  paid,  he 
would  have  to  show  that  he  paid  in  good  faith  if  it  was  ever 
necessary  to  apply  for  a  mandamus  to  compel  him  to  pay. 
The  treasurer  shows  that  he  had  notice  {Milki  testimony,^ 
foUos  20  and  21)  not  to  pay.    If  he  paid,  he  paid  at  his  peril. 
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E.  If&wcomhy  for  defendant. 

The  defendant  was  the  keeper  of  the  capitol  in  the  city  of 
Albany,  prior  to  May  let,  1875 ;  as  snch,  employed  women 
in  cleaning  the  bnilding,  etc.  The  relator  was  an  employe, 
and  entitled  to  one  dollar  per  day  for  ninety-one  days'  service 
under  "  the  appropriations  for  certain  expenses  of  govern- 
ment," passed  Jnne  21,  1875  {see  Session  Laws  of  1875, 
p,  801,  maa^ginal  note^  capital  expenses).  "  Said  salaries  shall 
be  paidapon  the  certificate  of  the  keeper  of  the  capitol." 

The  relator  on  the  14th  day  of  July,  1875,  obtained  an 
alternative  writ  of  mandamus,  to  which  a  return  was  filed, 
and  a  plea  to  said  return. 

On  the  trial  of  the  issue  at  circuit,  the  defendant  pro- 
duced, and  same  was  received  in  evidence,  the  certificate 
to  the  comptroller  of  the  state  of  the  number  of  days'  service 
the  relator  performed.  This  certificate  was  with  many  other 
employes'  names  included  in  one  paper. 

Next,  the  defendant  produced,  and  same  was  received 
in  evidence,  the  receipt  signed  by  the  relator,  and  the  moneys 
paid  thereon  by  the  state  treasurer  to  George  Hopey. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  defendant  insists  that  the  relief 
sought  by   this  issue  should   be  denied,  with   costs. 

That  it  was  such  a  certificate  is  fully  answered  by  the  fact 
that  the  comptroller  treated  it  as  such,  the  state  treasurer 
treated  it  the  same,  and  paid  the  money  by  virtue  thereof. 

The  law  does  not  direct  the  certificate  to  be  delivered  to 
the  women  employed  {see  law  above  cited). 

The  result  of  the  mandamus,  if  issued,  must  convince  the 
court  that  the  law,  so  far  as  Hopey  is  interested,  or  is  an 
officer  of  the  law  to  ^  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  statute, 
that  he  has  complied.  Suppose  the  mandamus  issues. 
Hopey  thereunder  issues  a  certificate,  the  relator  presents 
the  certificate  to  the  comptroller,  then  the  court  compels  the 
comptroller  to  issue  his  warrant  upon  the  treasurer.  The 
state  treasurer  has  a  similar  process  of  mandamus  served 
upon  him.      The  answer  to  the  alternative  writ  by  the 
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treasurer  is  payment.  Then,  again,  that  the  money  appro- 
priated for  tliis  specific  purpose  is  exhausted  by  payment  on 
the  certU&cate  and  receipt  above  mentioned. 

It  seems  very  clear  to  defendant's  counsel  that  the  judg- 
ment asked  must  be  denied,  with  costs.  For  there  cannot 
be  found  either  in  law  or  common  sense  that  what  has  been 
done  must  be  again  done,  when  the  first  act  was  rightly 
done.     Submitted. 

Westbrook,  J.  —  The  relator  had  worked  at  cleaning  the 
assembly  chamber  and  other  rooms  ninety-one  days.  By  the 
act  of  1875  {chapter  634,  page  801),  the  state  treasurer  is  to 
pay,  "upon  the  certificate  of  the  keeper  of  the  capitol," 
money  thus  earned.  The  relator  asks  for  a  peremptory 
mandamus  to  compel  the  giving  of  such  a  certificate. 

The  respondent  claims  that  the  certificate  has  been  given, 
and  asks  that  the  application  be  denied. 

The  facts  are  that,  according  to  usage,  a  certificate  has  been 
given  of  all  the  work  done,  by  whom,  and  the  amount  due 
each,  that  due  plaintiff  being  also  specified.  This  certificate 
has  been  delivered  to  the  treasurer.  The  relator  signed 
a  receipt  for  the  amount  specified  in  the  certificate  and 
delivered  it  to  Hopey,  who  has  retained  it  and  drawn 
the  monej'  thereupon.  This  is  according  to  usage,  the 
receipt  in  the  possession  of  the  keeper  being  regarded 
as  a  power  of  attorney  to  him  to  draw  the  money  and 
then  pay  it  to  the  person  entitled.  The  certificate  required 
by  the  act  and  practice  has  been  given,  and  the  particular 
relief  asked  in  this  proceeding,  a  mandamus  to  compel 
a  certificate  to  be  given,  must  be  denied.  There  is  no 
difficulty  in  maintaining  a  personal  action  against  Hopey. 
He  drew  the  money  for  her  upon  her  receipt,  and  if  by 
no  agreement  made  with  the  relator  he  is  entitled  to  it, 
he  is  liable  in  an  ordinary  action  for  money  had  and  received. 

Understanding  that  costs  are  within  the  discretion  of 
the  court,  I  will  not  give  costs  upon  this  application. 
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Solon  Wilder,  Supervisor  of  the  Fourth  Ward,  agt.  Orbin 

O.  BUTTEBFIBLD  et  ol. 

CoUeciof'shond  far  iacces — its  execution  —  suffieieney  —  UabiUty  of  sureties — 

Uenof  hand, 

A  collector's  bond,  executed  by  him  and  approved  by  the  supervisor  of  the 
town  or  ward,  for  the  collection  of  taxes,  is  not  void  because  the  collec- 
tor's name  was  not  inserted  in  the  indebtedness  clause  of  the  penal 
part  of  the  bond.  The  collector  signed  the  bond  and  delivered  it,  which 
was  sufficient 

Nor  is  the  bond  void  l^  reason  of  there  being  no  seal  to  the  collector's 
name.  His  adoption  of  the  seal  of  one  of  the  sureties,  which  he  had 
a  right  to  do,  was  sufficient 

Nor  is  the  bond  void  for  the  reason  that  the  condition  of  the  bond  does  not 
state  the  amount  of  the  taxes,  —  where  it  appeared  that  the  blank  was 
left  unfilled,  evidently  by  mistake,  but  the  penal  part  of  the  bond  was 
in  double  the  amount  of  taxes  named  in  the  roll,  and  the  bond,  by 
its  terms,  was  only  to  be  void  in  case  the  collector  "  shall  faithfully 
execute  the  duties  of  collector." 

When  tbe  bond,  in  its  terms,  is  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  statute, 
and  when  filed  with  the  approval  of  the  supervisor  indorsed  thereon,  it 
becomes  a  lien  up<m  the  property  of  the  persons  executing  it.  That  is, 
the  statute  says:  *'  Every  such  bond  shall  be  a  lien  on  all  the  real  estate 
held  jointly  or  severally  by  the  collector  or  his  sureties  within  the 
county  at  the  time  of  filing  thereof." 

The  collector's  bond  in  this  case  was  filed  December  7,  1874  One  of  the 
sureties  sought  to  be  charged  in  this  action  on  the  bond,  for  the  default 
of  the  collector  in  not  paying  over  the  taxes  collected,  executed  a 
mortgage  to  his  brother  on  the  80th  of  November,  1874,  to  secure  the  sum 
of  115,000.  It  was  signed,  sealed  and  acknowledged  by  the  mortgagor 
and  delivered  to  the  mortgagee  on  that  day,  but,  owing  to  the  sickness  of 
the  mortgagor's  wife,  she  did  not  then  execute  the  mortgage,  and 
the  mortgagee  laid  aside  the  mortgage  in  his  safe  until  the  mortgagor's 
wife  should  be  able  to  execute  and  acknowledge  it,  which  she  did  on  the 
15th  of  January,  1875,  and  on  that  day  the  mortgagee  had  it  recorded  in 
the  county  clerk's  office. 
Vol.  L  49 
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The  question  arose  as  to  whether  the  mortgage  which  was  delivered  as  a 
valid  security  to  the  mortgagee  on  the  SOth  November,  1874,  or  the 
collector's  bond,  filed  on  the  7th  December,  1874,  took  priority  as  a  lien? 
HeUdy  that  the  mortgage  took  precedence  as  a  prior  equitable  lien. 

It  raustbe  regarded  as  settled  by  authority  that  an  unregistered  mortgage 
creates  a  prior  lien  to  a  judgment,  and  a  collector's  bond  filed  has 
no  greater  lien  imder  the  statute  than  a  judgment. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  there  was  advanced  on  the  mortgage 
by  the  mortgagee  to  the  mortgagor,  prior  to  the  7th  of  December,  1874, 
the  sum  of  $10,000.  The  other  $5,000,  rested  in  parol  agreement,  prior 
to  January  15, 1875.' 

It  was  Tield^  that  the  equitable  lien  of  the  mortgage  could  only  be  upheld  to 
the  extent  of  the  actual  advances  made  ($10,000)  by  the  mortgagee,  prior 
to  the  filing  of  the  collector's  bond,  and  that  the  other  $5,000  attached 
to  the  interest  held  by  the  mortgagor  and  surety  at  the  time  of  the  filing 
of  the  bond,  and  was  su][)sequent  to  the  plaintifi^'s  lien. 

It  appeared  that  there  were  three  sureties,  with  the  collector,  who  signed 
his  bond,  to  wit.  P.,  A.  and  B.,  and  that  P.  and  A.  were  copartners 
doing  a  banking  business  under  the  firm  name  of  P.  &>  Co.  That  prior 
to  the  execution  of  the  collector's  bond,  P.  &  Co.  entered  into  an^agree- 
ment  with  the  collector  that  the  latter  should  deposit  the  taxes  collected 
by  him,  from  time  to  time,  with  the  firm  of  P.  &  Co.,  and  for  doing  so 
they  would  allow  him  a  certain  sum  as  interest,  and  would  become  sure- 
ties, individually,  upon  his  bond.  This  agreement  was  carried  out,  and 
after  the  collector  had  collected  and  deposited  a  large  portion  of  the 
taxes  as  agreed,  P.  &  Co.  failed  and  became  bankrupt,  having  converted 
to  their  own  use  and  benefit  the  whole  of  the  taxes  thus  deposited  wiUi 
them,  and  these  funds  were  not  traceable  in  the  hands  of  the  firm  or  in 
their  assets,  nor  elsewhere. 

Held^  that  P.  and  A.  by  entering  into  such  an  agreement  with  the  collector, 
which  was  void  as  against  public  policy,  thus  aided  him  in  committing 
a  breach  of  trust,  and  in  putting  it  out  of  his  power  to  execute  the 
duties  of  collector,  as  they  severally  had  by  their  bond  to  the  super- 
visor undertaken  he  should. 

Hddy  also,  that  the  appropriation  of  the  taxes  by  P.  and  A.  to  their  own 
use,  under  the  circumstances,  placed  them  personally  in  equity,  in  the 
position  of  principal  debtors;  therefore,  the  property  subjected  to  the 
lien  of  the  bond,  belonging  to  the  collector,  to  P.  and  A.,  or  either  of 
them,  ought  to  be  sold  in  enforcement  and  foreclosure  of  the  liens 
caused  by  filing  the  bond,  before  any  sale  of  the  other  obligor's  real  estate. 
If  a  deficiency  should  remain  after  such  first  sale,  then  the  real  estate 
of  the  other  obligor  should  be  sold. 

Jefferson  Special  Terrriy  July  1,  1876. 
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The  plaintiff  is  supervisor  of  the  Fourth  ward  of  the  citj 
of  Watertown.  In  1874  the  defendant  Butterfield  wen 
elected  collector  of  taxes,  and  in  the  fall  of  that  year  was 
notified  that  the  assessment  roll  and  warrant  for  collection  of 
the  taxes  of  the  ward  were  in  the  hands  of  Louis  L.  Phillips, 
as  supervisor,  who  was  then  the  supervisor  of  said  ward  ;  the 
defendant  Butterfield  took  measures  to  obtain  the  necessary 
statutory  bond,  and  to  have  the  same  approved  by  the  super- 
visor, and  to  then  obtain  the  roll  and  warrant.  A  bond  was 
prepared  and  delivered  to  Phillips.  It  bears  date  December 
1,  1874:,  being  a  printed  blank,  filled  up  and  executed  by  G. 
.  F.  Paddock,  Morrel  Andrews,  S.  Boon,  and  by  O.  D.  But- 
terfield, and  is  in  the  penal  sum  of  $40,500.  The  condi- 
tion of  the  bond  states  as  follows :  "  Whereas  the  said  Orrin 
Butterfield,  as  collector  of  the  Fourth  ward,  has  this  day 
received  tlie  assessment  roll  of  said  city  for  the  purpose  of 
collecting  the  taxes  therein  named,  the  total  Amount  of  which 

being dollars :  Now,  therefore,  if  the  said  Orrin 

Butterfield  shall  faithfully  execute  the  duties,  as  collector,  then 
this  obligation  is  to  be  void,  otherwise  of  force."  It  was 
witnessed  in  these  words :  "  Sealed  and  delivered  in  presence 
of  L.  H.  Prentice."  In  the  penal  part  of  the  bond  are  these 
words,  to  wit :  "  Sealed  with  our  seals  and  dated  the  first  day 
of  December,  1874."  Three  seals  appear  attached  to  and 
impressed  upon  the  bond  opposite  the  four  signatures. 
Indorsed  upon  the  back  of  the  bond  are  found  these  words, 
to  wit :  "  Approved  by  Lewis  F.  Phillips,  sup.  Fourth  ward," 
which  were  placed  there  by  Phillips,  as  supervisor,  when  he 
received  the  bond  and  delivered  the  assessment  roll  and 
warrant.  Below  the  indorsement  are  written,  viz. :  "  FUed 
Deer,  7,  1874,"  in  the  handwriting  of  Geo.  Cole,  then  the 
deputy  of  the  clerk  of  Jefferson  county.  There  are  four  wards 
in  the  city  of  Watertown,  each  of  which  has  a  supervisor. 
There  is  no  other  supervisor  in  said  city,  nor  other  officer 
known  as  a  city  supervisor.  The  persons  who  executed  the 
bond  knew  these  facts  at  the  time  of  execution  of  the  bond, 
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were  residents  of  the  city.  The  assessment  roll  and  warrant 
were  in  usual  and  proper  form.  The  collector  collected  the 
taxes  in  the  nsaal  manner,  and  daily,  as  he  made  collections, 
deposited  the  taxes  with  Paddock  and  Andrews,  then  doing 
business  as  bankers  in  said  city  under  the  firm  name  of  G. 
F.  Paddock  &  Co.  That  firm  suspended  in  January,  1875, 
and  their  assets  passed  into  the  hands  of  Upham  and  others 
as  assignees  in  bankruptcy.  The  taxes  were  due  February, 
1876,  from  collector  to  the  county  treasurer,  were  not  paid,  and 
proper  demand  was  made,  and  proper  affidavits  made,  and  the 
treasurer  duly  issued  his  warrant ;  and  there  remained  unpaid, 
by  the  collector  at  time  of  commencement  of  this  action, 
the  sum  of  $16,883.61,  and  interest  from  February  1,  1875, 
the  deficiency  for  which  the  county  treasurer  issued  his 
warrant. 

A  contest  arises  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant, 
supervisor  of  Third  ward,  as  to  which  bond  was  filed  first. 
Much  evidence  was  given  upon  that  question,  though  it  is 
not  very  definite,  the  fact  will  be  found  that  the  Fourth  ward 
bond  was  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  in  the  early  part  of  the 
seventh  of  December,  and  antecedent  to  the  Third  ward  bond. 

The  bond  for  the  town  of  Watertown  was  filed  December 
8,  1874.  The  defendant  Oscar  F.  Paddock  holds  a  mortgage 
of  $15,000  recorded  subsequent  to  the  bond,  and  upon  part 
of  G.  F.  Paddock's  real  estate.  A  dispute  arises,  and  there 
is  a  conflict  in  the  evidence,  as  to  whether  the  bonds  are  prior 
or  subsequent  to  the  lien  of  Oscar  Paddock's  mortgage. 
Emma  A.  Schley  holds  a  mortgage  of  $15,000,  executed  by 
Geo.  F.  Paddock  and  wife,  January  16,  1875,  recorded  Janu- 
ary 18,  1875,  upon  a  portion  of  Paddock's  real  estate,  which 
mortgage  is  subsequent  to  the  plaintiff's  lien,  and  it  is  con- 
ceded that  her  mortgage  is  valid  and  unpaid. 

Levi  S.  Brovm^  for  plaintiff. 

I),  O^Brieriy  for  defendant  Holden. 
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Lansing  dk  ^lerma/n^  for  defendants  Batterfield  and  Boon. 

Zansmff,  Sogers  dk  Dorwm^  for  Upham,  Moifatt  and 
Griffin. 

P.  C.  WiUiams,  for  Richardson. 

Wm.  Porter  J  for  George  F.  Paddock. 

F,  W.  Huhbard^  for  Oscar  Paddock. 

A.  C.  Bracks  for  Emma  A.  Schley. 

Habdin,  J,  —  It  is  provided  by  section  41  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (f)ol.  1,  page  826,  ith  ed,  B,  5.),  that  every  person 
chosen  collector  shall  execute,  within  eight  days  after  he 
receives  notice  of  the  amount  of  taxes  to  be  collected  by  him, 
to  the  supervisor  of  the  town,  and  lodge  with  him,  a  bond 
with  one  or  more  sureties,  to  be  approved  of  by  such 
supervisor  in  double  the  amount  of  such  taxes,  conditioned 
for  the  faithful  execution  of  his  duties  as  such  collector. 

Section  42  provides  that  the  supervisor  shall  file  such 
bond  with  his  approval  indorsed  thereon,  in  the  office  of 
the  county  clerk,  who  shall  make  an  entry  thereof  in  a  book 
provided  for  that  purpose,  "in  the  same  manner  in  which 
judgments  are  entered  of  record ;  and  every  such  bond  shall 
he  a  lien  on  all  the  real  estate,  held  jointly  or  severally 
by  the  collector  or  his  sureties  within  the  county  at  the  time 
of  filing  thereof;  and  shall  continue  to  be  such  lien  till  its 
condition,  together  with  all  costs  and  charges  that  may  accrue 
ly  the  prosecution  thereof,  shall  be  fully  satisfied." 

The  bond  provided  for  by  these  sections  is  given  to  secure 
to  the  state  and  the  public  the  taxes  collected  in  pursuance 
of  law  for  public  purposes.  Such  bonds  are  given  every 
year  in  every  town  and  ward,  and  their  general  nature  and 
effect  must  be  quite  familiar  to  citizens,  and  presumptively 
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well  understood  by  the  collector  and  his  sureties,  joining 
with  him  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  receive  the 
assessment  roll  and  warrant,  and  to  secure  the  interests  of 
the  public. 

From  the  evidence  it  is  apparent  that  each  of  the  persons 
who  signed  the  bond  knew  that  Phillips  was  supervisor  of 
the  Fourth  ward,  and  as  such  had  possession  of  the  roll  and 
warrant,  and  that  to  enable  the  collector  to  get  possession  of 
them  and  proceed  with  the  collection  of  the  taxes,  the  bond 
in  suit  was  required  and  given ;  that  such  bond  must  be 
approved  by  the  supervisor  of  the  Fourth  ward.  It  is  recited 
in  the  condition  of  the  bond  that  Butterfield  "  as  collector 
of  the  Fourth  ward,  has  this  day  received  the  assessment  roll 
of  said  city  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  the  taxes  therein 
named." 

The  assessment  roll  being  referred  to  in  the  bond,  it  is 
proper  to  consider  it  in  giving  effect  to  the  bond,  and  in 
giving  construction  of  it  and  the  acts  of  the  several  parties 
joining  in  its  execution.  By  such  reference  it  is  obvious  that 
the  parties  when  they  executed  well  understood  that  Phillips 
was  supervisor  of  the  Fourth  ward,  that  Butterfield  was  col- 
lector of  such  ward,  and  that  the  assessment  roll  and  taxes 
referred  to,  were  those  represented  by  the  roll  of  the  Fourth 
ward. 

Having  acted  upon  that  assumption  and  having  asked  the 
supervisor,  Phillips,  to  act  upon  it,  they  must  now  be  held 
concluded.  The  bond,  in  the  light  of  all  the  facts  surround- 
ing the  acts  of  the  parties  to  it,  suflSciently  refers  to  the 
duties  to  be  faithfully  performed  and  executed  by  Butterfield 
as  collector  of  the  Fourth  ward.  Those  duties  not  having 
been  executed  which  he  and  his  sureties  undertook  he  should 
execute,  by  paying  over  the  taxes  collected  by  him,  the  bond 
remains  in  force  as  to  the  collector  and  his  sureties,  notwith- 
standing some  slight  errors  in  description  of  the  oflSce  of 
supervisor,  and  in  the  description  of  the  assessment  roll. 

The  three  sureties  only  are  named  in  the  indebtedness 
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clause  of  the  penal  part  of  the  bond,  and  the  sureties  there- 
fore object  to  the  validity  of  the  bond.  These  objections 
must  be  overruled.  Butterfield  signed  it  and  thereby, 
together  with  his  act  of  delivery  of  it  and  asking  the  approval 
of  it,  bound  himself  to  its  provisions.  It  was  not  requisite 
that  his  name  should  appear  in  the  formal  part  in  order  to 
render  himself  liable  upon  it  (7  Cowen,  484;  16  N,  Y.^  447, 
451).  The  liability  of  his  sureties  was  not  increased  or 
varied  by  his  signing,  and  they  are  estopped  from  question- 
ing its  validity  on  account  of  his  adding  his  signature  to 
theirs. 

Nor  can  the  objection  that  he  did  not  seal  prevail  in  behalf 
of  the  parties.  They  say  and  he  says,  in  the  body  of  the 
bond,  "  sealed  with  our  seals,"  and,  subsequently,  when  it  is 
witnessed,  it  is  said,  "sealed  and  delivered  in  presence  of." 
These  words  quite  clearly  indicate  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  all  the  parties  executing  to  sign  and  seal.  They  all  did  seal. 
The  three  seals  were  severally  adopted.  Butterfield  adopted 
one  of  the  seals  as  his.  It  was  competent  for  him  to  do  so. 
Having  so  adopted,  he  is  now  bound,  and  the  objection  must 
be  overruled  (  Wadsworth  agt.  Wendell^  5  Johns,  Ch,^  228 ; 
Van  AUtyn  agt.  Van  Slycky  10  Barb.,  383).  It  was  held  in 
Madkay  agt.  Bloodgood  (9  Johns,,  285),  that  a  single  private 
seal  may  be  adopted,  and  bind  several  parties  {See,  also,  27 
iT.  Y,,  564).  The  recitals  furnish  evidence  that  the  parties 
have  adopted  the  seals  used,  and  they  ai'e  severally  estopped 
from  controverting  such  adoption  (Atlantic  Bock  Co.  agt. 
Leavitt,  54  iV^.  F.,  35). 

The  condition  does  not  state  the  amount  of  the  taxes ; 
there  was,  evidently  by  mistake,  a  blank  left  unfilled.  But  the 
penal  part  of  the  bond  is  double  the  taxes  named  in  the  roll. 
The  obligation  is  to  be  void  by  its  terms  only  in  the  event 
the  collector  "  shall  faithfully  execute  the  duties  of  collector." 
It  was  his  duty  to  pay  over  the  taxes  to  the  county  treasurer  ; 
that  he  failed  to  do,  and  the  bJnd  therefore  remained  in  force. 

The  objection  predicated  upon  the  omission  to  state  in  the 
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bond  the  precise  sum  of  taxes  must  be  overruled.  Especially 
in  a  case  where  the  taxes  collected  and  the  deficiency  do  not 
Exceed  one-half  the  penalty  named  in  the  bond  is  such  a  con- 
struction reasonable  {Supervises  of  Schoharie  agt.  Pindar^  3 
Zansinffy  8  ;  opinion  of  Millbb,  J.  ;  7  I/msing^  428 ;  28  N. 
r.,  321 ;  26  N.  T.,  514;  3  N.  F.,  394;  1  Dmio,  233;  1 
Coweuy  670). 

The  bond,  in  its  terms,  was  a  substantial  compliance  with 
the  statute,  and  when  filed,  with  the  approval  of  the  super- 
visor indorsed  thereon,  it  became  a  lien  upon  the  property  of 
the  ]>er8ons  executing  it. 

Having  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  bond  was  duly 
executed  by  each  of  the  persons  whose  names  are  signed  to 
it,  and  that  it  is  a  valid  bond  in  substantial  compliance  with 
tl\e  statute,  its  effect  must  be  in  accordance  with  the  statute. 

It  must  be  held  to  be  a  proper  instrument  to  create  the 
lien  named  in  the  statute,  from  the  time  of  filing  the  same. 
The  lien  attached  in  the  early  part  of  the  day  it  was 
filed.  As  before  stated,  it  was  filed  prior  to  the  bond  of  the 
Third  ward,  and  the  lien  caused  by  such  filing  was  prior  in 
point  of  time.  The  words  "  at  the  time  of  filing  thereof," 
must  be  taken  literally  to  express  the  date  of  the  time. 
Then  follow  the  words  of  the  statute  as  to  what  property 
shall  be  subjected  to  the  lien  thus  created.  The  result 
named  in  the  statute  must  be  the  result  declared  by  the  court 

The  statute  says :  "  Every  such  bond  shall  be  a  lien  on  all 
the  real  estate  held  jointly  or  severally  by  the  collector  or  his 
sureties,  within  the  county  at  the  time  of  filing  thereof." 

The  judgment  must  follow  the  statute,  and  declare  such 
lien  was  created  by  the  filing  at  ten  a.  m.  of  December  7, 
1874,  and  must  also  declare  that  such  lien  continues  "  and 
shall  continue  to  be  such  lien  till  its  condition,  together  with 
all  costs  and  charges  which  may  accrue  by  the  prosecution 
thereof  shall  be  fully  satisfied."  The  statute  clearly  entitles 
the  plaintiflf  to  his  costs,  and  the  judgment  will  therefore  so 
provide. 
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There  must  be  a  reference  to  ascertain  specifically  the 
real  estate  held  jointly  or  severally  by  the  collector  or  his 
sureties,  within  the  county  of  Jefferson  at  the  time  of  such 
filing  as  aforesaid. 

A  reference  for  such  purpose  may  be  had  to  George  Gil- 
bert, Esq.,  unless  the  parties  can  agree  upon  what  real  estate 
was  so  held  the  seventh  of  December  by  the  collector  and  his 
sureties. 

This  action  was  properly  brought  by  the  successor  of  the 
supervisor  to  whom  the  bond  was  given,  as  was  held  in 
Jasen  agt.  Ost/rander  (1  Cowen^  670),  and  it  was  an  action  to 
which  the  collector  would  be  liable,  eveif  after  the  supervisor 
had  paid  to  the  county  treasurer,  and  he  to  the  state  {id,y  1 
Denio,  237). 

The  defendant  Oscar  Paddock,  on  the  30th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1874,  agreed  with  his  brother,  George  F.  Paddock,  to 
advance  $16,000,  and  take  a  mortgage  upon  the  Paddock  build- 
ings, with  a  bond  to  accompany  it,  to  secure  the  advance.  The 
mortgage  was  prepared  to  be  executed  by  George  F.,  and 
Kate,  his  wife.  If  was  signed  and  sealed  and  acknowledged 
by  George  F.  on  the  thirtieth  of  November,  and  as  the  wife 
was  sick  it  was  not  executed  by  ber,  but  was  taken  by  Oscar 
and  put  in  his  safe,  with  the  understanding  that  Kate  would 
be  asked  to  sign  when  she  recovered.  It  remained  in  this 
condition  until  the  15th  of  January,  1875,  when  Oscar  sent  a 
notary  with  it  to  the  house  of  Kate,  arid  she  was  asked  to 
sign  it,  or  acknowledge  it,  which  she  did,  and  the  notary 
took  her  acknowledgment  and  returned  it  to  Oscar,  who 
placed  it  on  record.  It  is  now  urged  by  several  of  the 
counsel  for  the  sureties  on  the  bond  of  the  collector,  that  the 
mortgage  was  incomplete,  that  it  created  no  lien  upon  the 
property  covered  by  it,  and  that  it  could  not  operate  until 
executed  and  delivered  by  Kate,  and  therefore  that  on  the 
7th  of  December,  1874,  when  the  collector's  bond  was  filed, 
that  no  lien  had  attached  by  reason  of  the  mortgage.  The 
filing  of  the  collector's  bond  created  a  lien  from  the  time 
Vol.  L  60 
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of  filing,  as  before  sbowo.  It  must  be  regarded  as  settled  b}^ 
authority,  that  an  unregistered  mortgage  creates  a  prior  lien 
to  a  judgment  (1  Edward^  Gh,j  652 ;  4  Johns.y  216). 

It  is  diflBcult  to  find  in  the  statute  any  words  giving  any 
greater  lien  by  reason  of  filing  the  collector's  bond,  than 
would  be  derived  by  a  judgment  creditor  whose  judgment  was 
docketed. 

The  recording  act  provides  that  every  conveyance  not 
recorded  shall  be  void  as  against  any  subsequent  ^'purchaser 
in  good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration."  The  filing 
of  the  bond  did  not  create  the  obligee  a  *'  purchaser  in  good 
feith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration  of  the  same  real  estate" 
covered  by  the  mortgage  (3  R.  S,^  5th  ed.^  sec.  1,  p,  45). 

Nor  does  section  69  {page  59,  3  Revised  Statutes^  5th  edi- 
tion), in  its  definition  of  the  term  **  purchaser,"  bring  the 
obligee  within  the  terms  of  the  first  section  of  the  recording 
act.  The  bond  did  not  convey  any  estate  or  interest  in  the 
real  estate  for  a  "  valuable  consideration." 

It  must  be  determined,  therefore,  whether  the  mortgage 
was  delivered  by  George  F.  to  Oscar,  so  as  to  be  good  in  the 
hands  of  Oscar  as  a  valid  security.  If  it  was  delivered  to 
and  accepted  by  Oscar,  than  it  took  effect  November  thir- 
tieth and  was  antecedent  to  the  filing  of  the  bond  of  Decem- 
ber 7,  1874. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  a  delivery  to  Oscar  was  made  by 
George  F.  with  an  ^agreement  between  them  that  thereafter 
the  signature  and  acknowledgment  of  the  wife  should  be 
obtained  if  possible,  if  she  should  recover  and  be  willing  to 
execute. 

The  mortgagor  put  the  mortgage  into  the  hands  of  the 
mortgagee,  and  gave  him  full  possession  of  it.  It  is  equally 
apparent  that  George  F.  did  not  reserve  any  right  or  power 
to  recall  the  mortgage.  He  acknowledged  its  execution  and 
placed  it  beyond  his  control,  and  it  was  so  far  completed  as 
to  enable  the  mortgagee  to  record  it  and  to  hold  the  estate 
of  the  mortgagor  as  a  security. 
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Acceptance  of  delivery  has  been  presumed  in  many  cases 
from  the  beneficial  character  of  the  instrument  to  the  grantee 
or  mortgagee. 

In  this  case  the  circumstances  and  facts  disclosed  by  Oscar 
as  a  witness  strengthen  the  presumption,  and  lead  the  mind 
to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  to 
give  and  take  a  security,  then  good  as  to  the  interest  of 
George  in  the  premises. 

The  learned  counsel  for  several  of  the  defendants  have 
cited  numerous  cases  upon  the  subject  of  the  necessity  of-  a 
delivery  and  acceptance  to  support  a  deed  or  mortgage 
{Fonda  agt.  Sage^  46  Barb.,  123;  aff.,  48  N.  JT.,  175). 
The  case  most  favorable  to  the  position  taken  by  them  is 
Brackett  agt.  Barney^  (28  N.  T.,  340). 

The  reasoning  of  Seldbn,  J.,  is  strongly  in  favor  of  the 
position  assumed  by  counsel  for  defendants  here.  But  in 
that  case  the  mortgagor  had  not  acknowledged  the  instru- 
ment prior  to  the  return  of  the  usury.  The  mortgagee  could 
not  use  his  mortgage.  He  could  not  record  it  as  neither  the 
mortgagor  nor  his  wife  had  acknowledged  it  prior  to  the  time 
when,  in  March,  1855,  the  usury  was  returned,  and  the 
mortgage  acknowledged  by  the  husband  and  wife. 

It  is  there  stated  that  the  question  of  delivery,  involving 
acceptance,  is  always  one  of  intention,  depending  on  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  transaction  {oiting  12  Ad.  cfe  Elh  [^N,  5.], 
317 ;  21  N.  r:,  179).  And  it  is  further  stated  that  a  delivery 
to  a  party  named  as  grantee  or  mortgagee  is  held  to  operate 
as  an  absolute  delivery  immediately,  and  not  as  an  escrow. 
First  Sdden^  229,  is  to  the  same  effect,  and,  also,  Arnold  agt, 
Patrick  (6  Paige,  310). 

The  circumstances  disclosed  in  this  case  support  the  delivery 
and  acceptance  much  more  fully  than  the  facts  pertaining  to 
the  mortgage  under  consideration  in  Brackett  agt.  Ba/mey 
{supra\  and  cases  there  cited. 

They  favor  the  conclusion  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee  to  deliver  it,  so  as  to  bind  the 
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mortgagor,  he  having  no  power  to  recall  it ;  and  that  they 
mutually  agreed  that  if  subsequently  it  was  practicable,  the 
signature  of  the  wife  should  be  obtained.  She  only  had  a 
dower  interest,  and  if  she  did  not  survive  her  sickness,  then 
known  to  both  parties,  her  non-execution  would  be  of  no  con- 
sequence. 

The  circumstances  disclosed  bj  the  evidence  indicate  an 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagee  to  take  and  hold  it 
as  an  effective  security  as  against  the  interest  of  the  mort- 
gagor in  the  premises. 

Therefore  the  delivery  and  acceptance  must  be  held  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  the  mortgage  {Jackson  agt.  Richards^  15 
Wend.,  617 ;  24  Wmd.,  284). 

These  circumstances  may  be  shown  by  parol  {Christian 
agt.  Smfdam,  21  N.  F.,  179). 

The  possession  of  the  mortgage,  under  the  circumstances 
disclosed  by  Oscar,  was  sufficient  to  give  him  an  equitable 
lien  upon  the  interest  of  George  in  the  premises  {Ja/ikson 
agt.  MoOrea,  1  JohnsorCs  Cases,  114). 

This  equitable  lien,  of  course,  can  only  be  upheld  to  the 
extent  of  the  actual  advances  made  by  Oscar  prior  to  the 
ffling  of  the  collector's  bond. 

The  evidence  only  justifies  a  finding  that  such  advances 
were  made  prior  to  7th  of  December,  1874,  to  the  extent  of 
$10,000.  The  other  $6,000  rested  on  parol  agreement,  prior 
to  15th  January  1875,  and  the  filing  of  the  bond  attached  to 
the  interest  in  the  real  estate  held  by  George  F.  at  the  time 
of  filing  of  the  bond  {Rohvnson  agt.  Williams,  22  i\r.  Y., 
881 ;  26  iT.  Y.,  381 ;  34  Barh.,  337 ;  Miller  agt.  Lockwood, 
32  N.  Y.,  299  ;  7  Cranch,  34). 

The  lien  of  the  mortgage,  to  the  extent  of  $10,000  and 
interest,  from  30th  November,  1874,  must  be  sustained  as 
prior  to  the  lien  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  other  $5,000,  held  to 
be  subsequent  to  the  plaintiff's  lien. 

The  next  question  raised  in  this  case  relates  to  the  order 
of  sales  to  be  made  of  the  real  estate  of  the  obligors  to  enforce 
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the  lien  created  by  the  Btatate.  As  before  shown  each  obli- 
gor's real  property  is  declared  subject  to  the  lien ;  the 
property  held  jointly,  as  well  as  in  severalty,  by  the 
respective  obligors. 

The  collector  has  no  real  property  to  which  the  lien  attached, 
and  he  has  no  personal  property.  Each  of  the  other  obligors 
have  real  estate  to  which  the  lien  attached  at  the  time  of  filing 
the  bond. 

The  conclusion  has  already  been  stated  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  a  judgment  declaring  the  lien  upon  all  the  real 
estate  in  the  county  of  Jefferson  belonging  to  the  obligors,  or 
either  of  them;  and  all  must  be  sold  under  such  judgment, 
if  needs  be,  to  realize  money  to  meet  the  deficiency. 

But  it  is  insisted,  in  behalf  of  the  assignees  of  Paddock 
and  Andrews,  that  the  property  owned  by  the  bankrupts  is 
only  liable  for  their  proportionate  share  of  the  deficiency, 
while,  in  behalf  of  Boon,  it  is  insisted  that  his  property 
should  not  be  sold  to  satisfy  the  lien  until  the  whole  of  the 
real  estate  in  the  county  of  Jefferson,  belonging  to  Paddock 
and  Andrews,  or  either  of  them,  shall  be  sold.  The  evidence 
discloses  tliat  Paddock  and  Ahdrews  were  bankers  carrying  on 
jointly  such  business,  and  separate  individual  business ;  that 
they  desired  to  obtain  from  the  collector  the  taxes  which  he 
should  collect,  and  were  willing  to  pay  interest  thereon,  and 
that  to  facilitate  securing  such  taxes  they  were  willing  to 
sign  his  bond,  and  that  they  executed  it  with  such  intention 
with  the  knowledge  of  the  other  party ;  that  the  taxes  were 
so  deposited  by  the  collector  with  the  knowledge  of  each  of 
the  sureties;  that  Paddock  and  Andrews  have  never  paid 
them  over  to  the  collector,  or  any  other  person ;  that  they 
became  bankrupt  and  their  joint  estate  is  not  sufficient  to 
pay  their  joint  debts,  and  the  separate  estate  of  Paddock  is 
not  sufficient  to  pay  his  individual  debts ;  that  of  Andrews 
is  sufficient  to  pay  his  individual  debts,  but  not  sufficient  to 
pay  the  firm  debts. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  assignees  is  correct  in  saying 
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that  the  collector  had  no  right  to  make  an  agreement  with 
Paddock  <fe  Co.  to  loan  that  firm  the  taxes,  and  that  any 
agreement  of  that  character  was  void  as  being  against  pub- 
lic policy  {Poultney  agt.  RandaUj  9  Bos.j  232 ;  HiU  on 
Trustees,  266). 

They  were  trust  funds  which  were  in  the  hands  of  the  col- 
lector, in  virtue  of  his  oflBce,  and  he  was  guilty  of  a  breach 
of  public  duty  when  he  undertook  to  loan  them  and  profit 
thereby.  But  Paddock  and  Andrews  both  knew  the  charac- 
ter of  the  moneys  so  deposited  with  them  and  converted  them 
to  their  own  use.  They  thus  aided  the  collector  in  commit- 
ting a  breach  of  trust,  and  in  putting  it  out  of  his  power  to 
"  faithfully  execute  the  duties  of  collector,"  as  they  severally 
had,  by  their  bond  to  supervisor,  undertaken  he  should.  If 
the  funds  were  traceable  by  the  supervisor  to  any  particular 
property  he  might  pursue  that  property,  impressed  with  such 
trust,  and  rescue  it  from  the  assets  of  the  bankrupts,  and  the 
supposed  equities  of  others,  creditors  of  the  firm  or  the  indi- 
viduals, that  would  be  unavailing. 

If  the  transaction  be  stated  as  a  wrongful  conversion  of  the 
funds  by  Paddock  &  Co.  as  it  was  by  the  firm,  both  mem- 
bers thereof  would  be  liable  to  respond  to  the  full  amount 
quite  as  clearly  as  though  an  action  of  assumpsit  were 
brought  against  them  upon  their  contract  of  loan  made  with 
the  collector. 

They  have  had  the  taxes ;  they  have  appropriated  them 
to  their  own  use.  Their  estate,  presumptively,  has  been 
enhanced  by  them.  They  personally  are  liable  therefor. 
Their  estate  is  chargeable  therewith. 

Their  creditors  have  no  equities  which  attach  with  any 
force  to  them;  their  creditors  have  no  more  right  to  the 
assets  swollen  by  them,  than  they  would  have  to  specific 
property  purchased  with  them,  if  such  purchase  were  possi- 
ble and  the  property  known,  so  that  a  court  of  equity  could 
seize  upon  it  and  ingraft  the  trust  upon  it. 

No  such  property  is  found  and  the  supervisor  resorts  to 
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the  lien  given  by  the  statute  and  asks  to  enforce  it.  Then  it 
is  said  tliat  the  real  estate  of  Paddock  and  Andrews  should 
only  bear  its  aliquot  share  of  the  burden  which  rests  upon 
all  of  the  sureties.  But  P.  and  A.  have  had  the  benefits 
which  precede  the  failure  of  the  collector  to  faithfully  exe- 
cute the  duties  of  his  oflSce. 

They  put  it  out  of  his  power  to  comply  with  his  bond, 
in  which  he  is  principal  debtor  upon  the  face  of  it  {Meigs 
agt.  Shattuek^  1  Denioj  233). 

But  it  has  been  held  that  in  equity  parol  evidence  may  be 
given  to  show  the  real  relation  which  parties  to  an  instru- 
ment sustain  to  each  other  (14  Vesey^  161 ;  Barry  agt.  Rartr 
soTTij  2  Kem.^  462). 

By  the  terms  of  the  bond  the  collector  and  each  of  his 
sureties  are  severally  debtors  to  the  supervisor. 

The  collector  is  principal  debtor  so  long  as  the  face  of  his 
bond  is  alone  considered ;  so  far  as  its  declarations  and  reci- 
tals are  concerned,  he  is  the  party  primarily  liable.  And 
each  of  his  trustees,  upon  the  mere  fact  of  failure  to  pay 
over,  is  alike  liable.  If  one  should  pay  he  would  be  entitled 
to  call  upon  the  other  for  contribution. 

But  where  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  attending  the 
execution  of  the  bond,  the  collection  of  the  taxes  and  the 
deposit  thereof  with  P.  &  Co.,  the  absence  of  any  receipt 
of  them  by  the  other  surety,  disclosed  by  the  evidence  are 
considered  and  weighed,  other  results  follow  {Story  Eq.^ 
sec.  498). 

The  payment  of  the  sum  called  for  by  the  bond  to  the 
plaintiff  by  P.  &  Co.  or  P.  and  A.,  or  either  of  them,  would 
not  entitle  them  or  either  of  them,  to  call  upon  the  principal 
debtor,  the  collector,  as  he  appears  by  the  face  of  the  bond, 
to  indemnify  and  pay  them  or  eitlier  of  them.  Nor  would 
P.  &  Co.  or  P.  and  A.,  or  either  of  them  by  force  of  such 
payment  and  the  bond,  be  entitled  to  call  upon  the  other 
surety  for  contribution  {Story  ^.,  sec.  498,  p,  571). 

Contribution  does  not  arise  so  much  from  an  actual  con- 
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tract  as  from  natural  justice,  and  it  is  only  enforced  in  fur- 
therance or  in  obedience  to  the  demand  of  justice  (4  Johns. 
Ch.,  334 ;  2  Kei^.,  462). 

The  fact  that  the  taxes  were  received  by  P.  &  Co.  from 
the  collector,  would,  under  all  the  circumstances,  be  to  him  a 
sufficient  answ^  to  their  action. 

He  could  very  properly  reply  that  payment  by  them  to  the 
plaintiff  was  only  in  settlement  of  their  liability  to  him  and 
in  pursuance  of  his  undertaking  and  in  fulfillment  of  their 
duty,  and  in  accord  with  exact  justice. 

So,  too,  if  they  should  seek  contribution  from  the  other 
surety,  his  reply  would  be  the  same  in  effect,  mutatis  mutan- 
dis. The  same  result  would  follow  if  the  specific  taxes  liad 
been  kept  intact  by  P.  &  Co.,  and  they  had,  instead  of  returning 
them  to  the  collector,  handed  them  to  the  supervisor.  Surely 
they  would  not  thus  have  gained  a  cause  of  action  for  con- 
tribution against  their  co-surety.  But,  as  before  shown,  they 
have  converted  the  specific  taxes  tortiously,  and  thus  become 
primarily  liable  to  pay ;  thus,  they  have  given  force  to  the 
indemnity  lien  created  by  their  bond  and  the  statute  upon 
their  real  estate.  Their  appropriation  of  the  taxes  to  their 
own  use,  under  the  circumstances,  places  them,  primarily,  in 
equity,  in  the  position  of  principal  debtors.  That  conversion 
to  their  use  of  the  taxes  is  the  primary  cause  of  the  default, 
which  renders  the  lien  created  by  the  bond,  under  the  statute, 
effectual  in  the  hands  of  the  supervisor,  to  be  enforced  to 
remove  the  omission  to  faithfully  discharge  the  duties  assumed 
by  all  the  obligore  in  the  bond. 

Cases  are  reported  where  courts  at  law,  as  well  as  in  equity, 
have  controlled  their  processes  for  the  collection  of  debts  and 
the  enforcement  of  liens,  so  as  to  require  the  creditors  to  first 
exhaust  their  remedy  against  the  person  or  property  primarily 
liable  for  the  debt  held  by  the  creditor,  before  resorting  to  the 
surety  or  property  secondarily  liable  in  equity  {Bk,  ofAvbum 
agt.  Throop,  18  John.,  504;  18  Barb.,  561). 

This  result  has  frequently  been  attained  through  the  prin- 
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dple  of  subrogation  {Johnson  agt.  Zinh,  51  N.  J".,  333 ;  29 
Barlnmry  524). 

So  where  a  surety,  by  payiug  the  debt,  will  lose  the  benefit 
of  a  security  held  by  a  creditor,  he  may  come  into  a  court  of 
equity  and  require  the  creditor  to  enforce  payment  of  the 
principal  debtor  holding  such  lien  (17  John,^  384 ;  4  John. 
Chy.,  123 ;  Wright  agt.  Austm,  56  Barb.,  17). 

The  assignees  of  P.  &  Co.  stand  in  no  better  position  than 
the  bankrupts  held.  They  take,  not  as  bona  fide  purchasers, 
but  subject  to  all  liens  and  equities  eidsting  against  the  bank- 
rupts' estate  (28  Barh.,  333 ;  32  id.,  322 ;  15  If.  Y.,  195 ;  17 
id.,  580). 

These  views  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  P.  and  Andrews 
created  a  lien  severally  upon  their  real  estate  with  the  inten- 
tion and  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  taxes ;  that  they 
obtained  the  taxes  and  appropriated  them  to  their  own  use 
prior  to  their  failure,  thus  causing  the  very  default  which 
renders  the  whole  obligors  liable  to  have  the  lien,  created  by 
filing  their  bond,  enforced. 

That  they  gave  the  bond  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  it 
available  in  the  event  they  should  fail  to  provide  a  return  of 
the  taxes  to  the  public ;  that  the  other  surety  stood,  in  equity, 
rather  as  their  surety,  or  surety  of  a  surety,  than  as  a  co-surety. 
Therefore,  the  property  subjected  to  the  lien  belonging  to  the 
collector,  to  Paddock  and  Andrews,  or  either  of  them,  ought 
to  be  sold  in  enforcement  and  foreclosure  of  the  liens  caused 
by  filing  the  bond,  before  any  sale  of  the  other  obligor's  real 
estate.  If  a  deficiency  shall  remain  after  such  first  sales,  then 
the  real  estate  of  the  other  obligor  should  be  sold. 

Directions  accordingly  will  be  given  to  the  oflScer  making 
sales.  The  property  covered  by  Mrs.  Schley's  mortgage 
should  be  the  last  sold,  belonging  to  her  mortgagor.  Some 
question  was  suggested  upon  the  argument  as  to  who  should 
sell  the  property  after  tlie  coming  in  of  the  report  of  the 
referee  named  to  report  titles  and  descriptions  of  real  estate. 

As  the  public  are  interested  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  to 
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be  made,  and  the  sheriff  is  the  ofScer  who  has  given  secority, 
it  is  believed  advisable  that  he  be,  as  he  will  be,  appointed  to 
foreclose  the  lien  arising  by  reason  of  the  filing  the  bond  as 
aforesaid. 

1.  The  questions  relating  to  the  form  and  directions  for 
judgment  for  deficiency,  after  sales,  are  reserved  until  the 
report  of  sales  shall  come  in,  showing  the  amount  thereof. 

2.  The  plaintiff  is  allowed  costs  of  this  action. 

3.  All  questions  as  to  costs  of  any  or  all  of  the  defendants, 
out  of  the  fund  arising  on  sales  or  otherwise,  or  against  each 
other  personally,  are  likewise  reserved  until  the  coming  in  of 
the  sheriff's  report  of  sdlea. 

The  plaintiff's  attorney  may  serve  a  copy  of  this  opinion 
and  proposed  findings  of  fact  and  law,  and  if  they  are  not 
agreed  to  they  may  be  settled  before  me  upon  three  days' 


notice. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Ohables  Riohasdbon,  Supervisor,  (fee,  agt.  Jbbemy  Rogess, 
L.  T.  Sawyeb,  Joel  Blood,  Geobgb  F.  Paddock  et  al. 

ExecuMon  of  eoUecior^s  bond  —  when  condition  claimed  by  sureties  not  sustained. 

A  coUector*8  bond  for  taxes,  perfect  on  its  face,  apparently  duly  executed 
by  all  whose  names  appear  therein,  purporting  to  be  signed,  sealed  and 
delivered,  and  actually  delivered  to  and  approved  by  the  supervisor  to 
whom  it  was  given,  without  any  stipulation  or  notice  of  any  condition, 
cannot  be  avoided  by  the  sureties  ui>on  the  ground  that  they  signed  it 
on  a  condition  that  it  should  not  be  delivered  unless  it  was  executed  by 
another  person  who  did  not  execute  it. 

Especially  should  such  sureties  be  held  liable  where  they  allowed  the  bond 
to  stand  unquestioned  in  the  hands  of  the  supervisor,  and  the  collector 
to  proceed  with  the  collection  of  the  taxes  and  the  deposit  of  the  same 
in  the  hands  of  another  of  the  sureties,  and  the  failure  of  the  latter, 
before  moving  in  the  matter. 

The  conclusions  reached  in  the  case  of  Wilder  agt.  Butterfleld  ((mte\  as  to 
the  questions  arising  there,  must  control  any  like  questions  arising  in 
this  case. 

Jefferson  Special  Terrriy  July  1, 1875. 

Action  to  enforce  bond  given  by  Rogers,  as  collector  of  the 
town  of  Watertown,  signed  by  Blood,  Sawyer  and  Paddock 
as  his  sureties,  bearing  date  4th  December,  1874,  in  the  penal 
sum  of  $26,314.96.  The  conditions  of  the  bond  states  the 
taxes  at  $13,157.48. 

No  other  names  appear  in  the  bond.  No  erasures  are 
found.  It  was  acknowledged,  as  the  notary's  certificate 
shows,  4th  December,  1874,  by  Blood,  Sawyer  and  Rogers. 
There  is  indorsed  on  the  back  of  the  bond  an  afiSdavit,  viz. : 
"  Oonnty  of  Jefferson,  ss. :  J.  Blood,  L.  T.  Sav^yer  and  S.  F. 
Paddock,  the  swreUea  named  in  the  foregoing  bond,  being 
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severally  duly  sworn,  dotli  each  for  himself  say  that  he  is  a 
resident  and  freeholder  within  this  state  and  worth  $5,000, 
over  and  above  all  his  debts  and  liabilities,  and  exclusive  of 
property  exempt  from  execution. 

"  L.  T.  SAWYER,     [l.  s.] 
"  J.  BLOOD.  [l.  8.] 

"  G.  F.  PADDOCK. 

"  Sworn  to  before  me,  this  5th ) 
day  of  December,  1874.       ) 

"LoTT  Frost,  Jr., 

''Notary  Pvhlic:' 

The  bond  was  approved  by  the  supervisor  and  filed  with 
the  county  clerk  of  Jefferson,  December  8,  1874,  and  the 
warrant  delivered  to  the  collector,  who  collected  the  taxes  and 
deposited  them  with  Paddock  and  Andrews,  a  firm  doing 
business  as  bankers,  until  15th  January,  1875.  The  firm 
failed  and  a  deficiency  was  reported  by  the  county  treas- 
urer, and  this  action  brought  properly  to  enforce  the  bond 
Emma  Schley  holds  a  mortgage,  subsequent  to  the  bond,  on 
some  of  the  property  of  Paddock. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  enforce  the  bond  for  $10,348.68 
and  interest  from  July  1,  1875,  and  costs. 

Blood  and  Sawyer  claim  that  they  signed  the  bond  on  con- 
dition that  Andrews  was  to  sign,  and  that  they  instructed 
the  party  to  whom  they  intrusted  the  bond  not  to  deliver  it 
unless  BO  signed.  Nothing  appeared  on  the  bond  to  notify 
Richardson  of  any  condition  as  to  it  or  its  delivery,  and  he, 
in  fact,  had  no  notice  or  knowledge  of  any  condition  as  to  it, 
or  any  thing  to  qualify  the  bond  in  any  respect  when  he 
approved  it  and  filed  it  with  the  clerk.  Blood  signed  it  and 
left  it  on  the  counter  of  Paddock  <fe  Co.'s  bank,  being  assured 
by  Rogers  and  Frost  that  Paddock  and  Andrews  would  sign 
it.  Blood  next  day  looked  it  over  and  qualified  to  it,  signed 
the  affidavit  aforesaid. 

Sawyer  was  told  by  Frost  that  Paddock  and  Andrews  would 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  RBPORTS.  406 

Richardson  agt  Rogers. 

sign  the  bond,  and  Rogers  stood  by  and  confirmed  Frost's 
statement.  Sawyer  told  Frost  not  to  deliver  it  over  until 
they  both  signed  it,  and  Frost  said  he  would  not  Use  it  till 
they  both  signed  it. 

The  next  day  Frost  called  on  Sawyer  to  sign  the  affidavit 
on  the  bond  already  stated  above,  and  Sawyer  so  signed  and 
gave  the  bond  to  Frost.  It  was  used  and  no  objection  was 
made  to  its  use  by  Blood  or  Sawyer,  until  after  the  failure 
of  P.  &  Co.  in  January,  1875.  When  Sawyer  told  Frost 
not  to  deliver  it  over  till  P.  and  M.  A.  signed  it,  Frost 
replied  it  would  be  all  right,  he  would  not  deliver  bond  till 
they  signed  it.    lifeither  side  produced  Frost  as  a  witness. 

The  taxes  were  collected  in  the  usual  way  by  Rogers, 
which  collection  was  known  to  Sawyer  and  Blood,  and  they 
took  no  Bteps  to  ascertain  what  had  become  of  the  bond  they 
had  signed  until  after  the  failure  of  P.  &  Oo.  They  both 
knew  that  the  collector  was  to  deposit  the  taxes  with  P.  & 
Co.,  as  he  did  do  under  an  agreement  to  receive  six  per  cent 
interest  therefor. 

They  became  due  to  the  county  treasurer  the  first  week  in 
February,  and  were  not  paid  over  by  the  collector. 

Williams  <b  McCartinyior  plaintiff. 

F.  W.  HiMardy  for  Blood  and  O.  Paddock. 

Starbuck  <&  Bayer ^  for  defendant  L.  J.  Sawyer. 

I/msmg  (6  Rogers^  (6  L  J.  Dortpiny  for  assignees. 

A.  C.  Beachy  for  Emma  J.  Schley. 

Habdin,  J.  —  Some  of  the  questions  made  in  this  case 
arose  in  WUder^  Supervisor  FovHh  Ward  agt.  BuUerfield 
et  hl.j  and  the  views  expressed  in  that  case  upon  these  ques- 
tions will  control  the  same  questions  here,  and  the  findings 
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thereon  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  conclusions 
stated  in  that  case. 

The  defendants  Blood  and  Sawyer  interposed,  respectively, 
defenses  which  must  be  considered. 

It  appears  by  the  evidence  that  they  knew  that  Paddock 
&  Co.,  bankers,  had  solicited  the  collector,  Rogers,  to  deposit 
the  taxes,  when  collected,  with  them,  and  that  he  had 
assented  to  that  request,  and  that  while  such  taxes  were  being 
collected  he  made  such  deposits. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff,  who  as  supervisor 
took  the  bond  as  such  and  approved  of  it,  ever  had  any  notice 
of  any  condition  or  agreement,  or  expectation  in  respect  to 
any  other  person  signing  the  bond,  nor  were  there  any  names 
inserted  in  it  of  persons  who  had  not  executed  it,  nor  any 
circumstances  to  put  him  upon  inquiry  as  to.  any  condition  or 
infirmity  in  respect  to  the  bond  at  the  time  of  his  approval 
thereof. 

The  bond  was  presented  to  him  by  Lott  Frost,  Jr.,  and  it 
was  then  approved  and  filed,  and  the  plaintiff  testifies  that 
he  never  had  any  conversation  with  Blood  or  Sawyer  until 
after  the  failure  of  P.  &  Co.,  and  tfiat  they  were  not  present 
when  Frost  delivered  the  bond.  The  plaintiff  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  any  condition  or  limitation  asked  or  stated  by  Blood 
or  Sawyer.  He  took  it  in  good  faith,  in  the  due  execution 
of  his  duties,  and  approved  o{  it  in  his  official  capacity,  and 
filed  it. 

Can  such  conditional  signing,  or  request  as  a  delivery,  or 
condition  stated  as  to  its  delivery,  be  held  sufficient  to  relieve 
Blood  and  Sawyer,  or  either  of  them  f 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  Blood  asks  a  finding 
of  fact  that  Blood^  put  his  name  upon  the  bond,  and  left  it 
where  he  found  it,  on  the  counter  of  the  banking  office  of 
P.  <fe  Co.,  and  that  he  did  not  commit  it  to  the  custody  of  any 
one  to  use  it.  The  first  part  of  the  request  is  assented  to. 
The  latter  part  must  be  qualified  with  a  finding  that  he  left 
it  in  the  presence  of  Frost  and  Rogers,  and  the  circumstances 
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justify  the  implication  that  he  knew  and  expected  they  woold 
comply  with  his  request,  and  thus  perfected,  that  the  bond 
would  be  used  for  the  purposes  contemplated  by  him  and 
Eogers  when  he  agreed  to  sign  the  bond.  It  is  apparent  that 
Frost  was  the  derk  of  P.  &  Co.,  and  acted  in  their  interest 
in  procuring  the  bond  and  delivery  of  it,  in  furtherance  of 
their  desire  to  obtain  the  deposit  of  the  taxes. 

The  learned  counsel  for  Blood  and  Sawyer  might  urge 
upon  the  court,  as  a  conclusive  authority,  the  case  of  The 
People  agt.  Boetwick  (32  Jf.  JT.,  445);  and,  also,  I/i/nn 
Ccmnty  agt.  Fa/rrie  (14  Am.  Reporter  389 ;  reported  m  52 
Mo.j  75) ;  Ayres  agt.  MW/toy  (14  Am.  Reptj  465).  If  it  be 
assumed  that  Frost  was  the  agent  of  Paddock,  the  further 
fact  follows  that  the  delivery,  if  made  to  Frost,  was  in  effect 
a  delivery  to  one  of  the  obligees,  to  wit.  Paddock,  and  the 
case  would  then  be  almost  parallel  to  the  case  of  The  People 
agt.  BostwicJc,  It  would  still  differ  in  one  very  important 
and  essential  feature.  For  in  that  case  it  appears,  by  looking 
into  the  report  thereof,  in  43  Bcvrh.y  that  the  state  officer,  to 
whom  the  bond  was  delivered,  was  informed  that  Dickinson 
was  to  sign  the  bond,  and  that  the  state  officer  expressly 
stated  that  it  was  good  enough  as  it  was,  and  dispensed  with 
the  further  execution. 

Since  the  decision  of  People  agt.  Boetwick  by  the  court  of 
appeals  in  1865,  the  doctrine  then  announced  has  been  ques- 
tioned in  the  same  court,  and  in  the  United  States  supreme 
court. 

As  early  as  1870,  in  United  Statea  agt.  Briggs^  in  the 
United  States  court,  judge  Davis  of  the  United  States  court 
reached  a  contrary  couclusion,  and  boldly  held  and  stated 
that  a  creditor  could  not  thus  be  made  "  the  victim  of  private 
understandings  of  which  he  is  wholly  ignorant,  and  has  no 
reason  to  suspect."  Kentucky  state  court  held  the  same  as 
the  case  last  cited,  and  Indiana  and  Maine  have  also  followed 
same  rule. 

In  1872,  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  in  Dvsr 
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agt.  United  States  (16  Fia^^  [Z7.  aS.  Beports],  1),  held  that 
"  a  bond,  perfect  on  its  face,  apparently  duly  executed  by  all 
whose  names  appear  thereto,  purporting  to  be  signed  and 
delivered,  and  actually  delivered  without  a  stipulation,  can- 
not be  avoided  by  the  sureties  upon  the  ground  that  they 
signed  it  on  a  condition  that  it  should  not  be  delivered  unless 
it  was  executed  by  other  persons  who  did  not  execute  it,  when 
it  appears  there  was  nothing  to  put  him  upon  inquiry  as  to 
the  manner  of  its  execution,  and  that  he  had  been  induced 
upon  the  faith  of  such  bond  to  act  to  his  own  prejudice." 

In  1874,  in  RuaseU  agt.  Freer  (56  Ney)  Yorky  71),  judge 
Geovbb  cites  the  16  Wallaoey  1,  with  approval,  and  though 
the  precise  question  here  involved  was  not  passed  upon  by 
the  court  of  appeals,  it  does  appear  that  the  learned  judge 
who  wrote  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  56  Jf.  IT.  enter- 
tained views  more  favorable  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  16  Wal- 
lace than  to  the  one  expressed  in  32  J^.  Y.  (People  agt.  £aH- 
wick). 

Geovbb,  J.,  says  that  The  People  agt.  Boatwick  "  may  well 
he  questioned^ 

This  statement  of  the  cases  bearing  upon  the  questions 
raised  by  the  defendants  Blood  and  Sawyer  seems  to  justify 
the  conclusion  that  this  case  is  near  parallel  with  the  one 
reported  in  16  Wallace^  1,  and  that  the  court  should  therefore 
follow  it,  especially  as  that  case  and  the  one  in  56  N.  Y.  are 
the  later  authorities  touching  this  most  interesting  and  import- 
ant question. 

The  defense  of  Blood  and  Sawyer  must  therefore  be  over- 
ruled, and  they  respectively  be  held  liable  upon  the  bond 
which  they  signed  and  suffered  to  be  presented  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  approved  by  him  and  allowed  to  stand  unquestioned 
until  the  failure  of  Paddock  &  Co. 

If  Blood  and  Sawyer  had  been  diligent  in  ascertaining 
whether  their  bond  had  been  properly  used,  and  taken  steps 
to  be  released  fh)m  it  immediately  after  its  delivery  to  the 
supervisor,  on  the  8th  of  December,  1874,  their  position  would 
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have  been  entitled  to  more  consideration.  They  slumbered 
and  allowed  the  public  officer,  whose  business  it  was  to  see 
that  the  funds  were  properly  secured  to  the  town  before  they 
went  into  the  hands  of  the  collector,  to  approve  of,  act  and 
rely  upon  their  responsibility.  They  must  now  abide  by  the 
consequences  which,  by  their  own  signing  of  the  bond,  have 
come  to  them.  The  reasoning  of  the  court  in  Duer  agt.  JJ.  S. 
{9upra)y  applies  to  the  case  made,  and  is  therefore  followed  by 
this  court. 

Judgment  must  be  given  in  accordance  with  the  views  here 
expressed  and  the  conclusions  reached  in  the  FovHh  Ward 
Case  as  to  the  questions  there  considered  which  arise  in  this 
case,  with  costs  to  plaintiff. 

Findings  to  be  prepared  by  plaintiff  and  served  and  filed 
upon  three  days'  notice  after  service  of  a  copy  of  this  opinion. 
Vol.  L  62 
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SUPREME  COUET. 
Jennie  Youngb  agt.  Hannah  M.  Cabteb  and  Netta  Younqs. 

Conveyance  made  by  a  man  an  the  eve  of  marriage — when  void, 

A  Yolontaiy  conTeyance  of  real  estate  made  by  a  man  on  the  eve  of  mar- 
riage, unknown  to  the  intended  wife  and  made  for  the  purpose  of 
defeating  the  interest  which  she  would  acquire  in  his  estate  by  the  mar- 
riage, is  fraudulent  and  void. 

Jfew  York  Special  TenUy  February^  1875. 
Luther  R,  Marshy  for  plaintiff. 
Stephen  W,  Fullertoriy  for  defendants. 

Van  Vokst,  J. —  When  Daniel  S.  Yonngs  asked  the  plain- 
tiff to  become  his  wife,  he  was  a  widower  of  the  age  of  fifty- 
two  years  and  upwards,  and  she  twenty-three  years  of  age. 
He  had  two  children  by  a  former  wife,  daughters,  both  of 
whom  were  of  full  age. 

He  was,  at  the  time  he  proposed  marriage  to  the  plaintiff 
seized  of  real  estate  in  the  city  of  New  York  worth  $150,000. 
This  constituted  his  principal  property.  The  fact  that  he 
owned  this  real  estate  he  had  communicated  to  the  plaintiff 
before  his  offer  of  marriage. 

The  plaintiff  accepted  the  proposal,  and  the  day  for  the 
celebration  of  the  marriage  was  fixed  for  the  twenty-seventh 
August ;  but,  on  account  of  the  illness  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
wedding  was  postponed  for  a  few  days,  and  on  the  third 
September  following  it  took  place.  On  the  thirtieth  day  of 
August,  four  days  before  the  marriage,  the  father  deeded  to 
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his  danghters,  by  a  conveyance  absolute  in  fee  simple,  the 
real  estate  in  question. 

Natural  love  and  affection  is  the  consideration  expressed 
in  the  deed. 

The  fact  of  such  conveyance  being  contemplated  or  made 
was  not  communicated  to  the  plaintiff,  and  she  was  kept  in 
ignorance  thereof  until  long  after  the  marriage.  The  deed 
was  not  recorded  until  November,  1873. 

y he  effect  of  this  conveyance,  made  on  the  eve  of  marriage, 
and  evidently  in  contemplation  of  its  occurrence,  if  upheld  by 
the  court,  is  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  her  inchoate  right  of 
dower  in  the  premises  in  question,  and  the  possibility  of  her 
title  to  dower  becoming  consummate  hi  the  event  that  she 
survives  her  husband. 

The  provisions  of  law  in  respect  of  dower  were  intended 
for  the  support  of  the  widow  and  the  nurture  of  her  children. 

'^  Dower  is  a  title  inchoate,  and  not  consummate,  until  the 
death  of  the  husband,  but  it  is  an  interest  which  attaches  on 
the  land  as  soon  as  there  is  a  concurrence  of  marriage  and 
seizin''  {Rentes  Chm,^  vol,  4,  51). 

Baker  agt.  Chase  (6  HiU^  482),  was  an  action  at  law,  eject- 
ment being  brought  by  the  widow  to  recover  dower.  The 
husband,  a  few  days  before  his  marriage  with  the  plaintiff, 
conveyed  the  lands  to  one  of  his  children  by  a  former  mar- 
riage, by  way  of  advancement,  with  the  intention  of  prevent- 
ing the  plaintiff  from  acquiring  a  right  of  dower.  It  was  held 
that  an  action  at  law  could  not  be  maintained. 

In  Sioam  agt  Ferine  (5  Johns.  Ch,y  482),  which  was  an 
action  in  equity,  it  was  held  that  a  deed  given  by  the  hus- 
band, just  before  his  marriage,  to  his  daughter,  without 
consideration,  and  kept  secret  until  after  the  marriage,  is 
fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  wife's  claim  of  dower. 
To  the  same  effect,  is  Smith  agt.  Smith  (2  JSals.  Ch.^  515). 
The  chancellor  said  :  "  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  a  voluntary 
conveyance,  by  a  man  on  the  eve  of  marriage,  unknown  to 
the  ii^tended  wife'  and  made  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the 
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interest  which  she  wo  aid  acquire  in  his  estate  by  the  marriage, 
is  fraudulent  and  void." 

And  the  chancellor  adds:  ^^  I  see  no  sound  distinction  between 
this  case  and  a  like  conveyauce  by  a  woman  under  like 
circumstances." 

The  equity  of  the  husband  to  the  wife's  estate  is  of  no 
higher  character  than  the  equity  of  the  wife  to  her  husband's 
(  WiUarcl^s  Equity  Jurisprudence^  696). 

CarleUm  agt.  Dorset  (2  Yetm,.  jB.,  17),  is  a  case  in  which  a 
conveyance  made  by  a  woman  before  her  marriage,  for  her 
separate  use,  without  the  husband's  privity,  was  held  not  to 
bind  the  husband.  And  to  the  same  effect  is  Howard  agt 
Hooker  (2  Reporte  in  Ch.y  81 ;  Clancy  on  Rights  of  Women^ 
614,  615). 

A  question  was  raised  on  the  trial  as  to  whether  an  action 
in  a  court  of  equity  could  be  maintained  for  the  conservation 
of  an  inchoate  right  of  dower,  and  as  to  whether  the  wife, 
claiming  to  have  been  imposed,  should  not  wait  before  bring- 
ing her  action  until  it  be  determined  by  the  death  of  her 
husband  that  she  was  absolutely  entitled  to  dower. 

As  already  observed,  inchoate  dower  is  an  interest  which 
attaches  to  the  land,  as  soon  as  there  is  a  concurrence  of 
marriage  and  seizin. 

But  that  inchoate  right  of  dower  is  such  an  interest  as  the 
law  will  protect  from  injury,  is  well  settled  in  Simar  agt. 
Canady  (53  N.  Z.,  298),  in  which  case  it  was  held,  Folgbb, 
J.,  that  ^'  an  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  lands  is  a  subsisting 
and  valuable  interest,  which  will  be  protected  and  preserved 
(to  the  wife),  and  that  she  has  a  right  of  action  to  that  end?^ 

The  learned  judge  refers  to  various  cases  in  which  it  is  held, 
in  substance,  '^  that  the  inchoate  rights  of  the  wife  are  as  much 
entitled  to  protection  as  the  vested  rights  of  the  widow." 

In  Pdty  agt.  Petty  (4  B,  Monroe^  215),  a  man  advanced 
in  life,  having  children  by  a  former  wife,  contracted  marriage 
with  a  woman  in  moderate  circumstances,  though  much 
younger  than  himself.    Two  days  before  the  marriage  he 
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conveyed  to  his  children  by  the  first  marriage  all  his  land, 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  intended  wife.  It  was  held 
that  the  chancellor  on  the  bill  by  the  wife,  even  before  the 
death  of  the  husband,  might  declare  the  conveyance  void,  so 
far  as  it  might  defraud  her  of  dower  in  the  land,  in  ^jase  she 
survived  her  husband. 

By  the  statutes  of  Vermont  the  widow  is  entitled  to  one- 
third  of  the  real  estate  of  which  the  husband  dies  seized. 

In  Thayer  agt.  Thayer  (14  V&rmont  jB.,  107),  it  was  held 
that  a  conveyance  by  the  husband,  shortly  before  his  death, 
of  all  his  property,  without  any  valuable  consideration  and 
with  the  intent  to  defraud  his  wife  of  dower,  is  void  against 
the  claims  of  the  wife  and  will  be  set  aside. 

Chandler  agt.  HoUingsworth^  referred  to  in  Washburn 
on  JSeal  Property  as  an  important  and  leading  case  {vol.  2, 
page  597,  mdrg,)  decided  by  Bates,  chancellor,  in  Delaware, 
considers  the  English  and  American  cases.  The  chancellor 
comes  to  the  conclusion  ^^  that  for  a  man  or  woman,  on  the 
eve  of  marriage,  to  convey  his  or  her  estate  (in  that  case  it 
was  the  entire  property  of  the  husband),  if  done  without  a 
valuable  consideration  and  not  disclosed  to  the  other  party 
before  the  marriage,  would  be  so  far  a  fraud,  per  se^  upon 
the  marital  rights  of  the  other  party  that  equity  would  set  it 
aside,  so  far  as  it  conflicted  with  those  Vights,  although  the 
party  so  defrauded  did  not  know  whether  the  person  he  or 
she  was  about  to  marry  had  been  possessed  of  the  property 
or  not. 

This  brief  examination  of  the  cases  shows  that  dower  is 
highly  favored  in  equity.  It  is  not  only  a  legal  but  a  moral 
xight,  as  it  is  a  provision  in  favor  of  the  doweress  for  her 
maintenance  out  of  her  husband's  estate. 

And  if,  as  is  decided  in  Mills  agt.  Van  Yoorhees  (20  N,  T"., 
420),  and  affirmed  and  reaffirmed  in  Matthews  agt.  Jhoyer 
{N.  T.  Court  of  Appeals  Reports^  3  Abhott^  320) ;  and  Siinar 
agt.  Ca/naday  {supra)y  "  the  inchoate  rights  of  the  wife  are 
as  much  entitled  to  protection  as  the  vested  rights  of  the 


414:  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Youngs  agt  Carter. 


widow,"  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  has  unquestioned  claims 
for  relief  upon  principles  of  reason  and  justice,  and  through 
the  application  of  analogous  doctrines  of  equity. 

The  deed  executed  before  her  marriage,  under  the  facts 
and  circumstances  of  this  case,  should  have  no  other  effect 
upon  her  rights  and  interests  than  if  executed  afterward. 

It  is  not  asked  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  deed  executed  by 
her  husband  to  his  daughters,  on  the  eve  of  his  marriage, 
should  be  set  aside  as  to  him  or  them.  But  it  is  asked  that 
it  be  declared  void  as  to  the  present  interest,  which  but  for  the 
deed  the  plaintiff  would  have,  viz.,  her  inchoate  right  of 
dower,  and  her  future  absolute  right  of  dower,  in  case  of 
the  death  of  her  husband,  in  her  lifetime.  To  this  extent 
she  is  entitled  to  relief,  and  there  should  be  judgment 
accordingly. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Mabtettb  Haicmond  agt.  William  Sloouh. 

AcUon  for  money —receipt —fraud — easts. 

In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money,  a  receipt  in  full  of  all  demands, 
except  two  items  of  fifty  dollars  each,  precludes  the  plaintift  from  recov- 
ering any  other  items,  without  impeaching  the  receipt  for  fraud  or  mis- 
take. 

In  such  action,  although  the  plaintiff  recovers  over  fifty  dollars  damages, 
yet  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover  costs  as  a  matter  of  course  under  sec- 
tion 804. 

Although  it  is  an  **  action  for  money,''  the  complaint  also  avers  that  the 
receipt  was  given  by  fraud  or  mistake,  and  therefore,  imder  the  former 
practice,  it  would  be  an  action  in  equity. 

In  all  such  actions  costs  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 

The  same  judge  who  decides  the  question  of  costs  in  a  case  has  power, 
after  the  entry  of  Judgment,  to  change  the  decision  and  decide  the  other 
way  without  an  appeal 

This  action  was  tried  the  first  time  at  the  Saratoga  circuit, 
in  May,  1870,  before  justice  Jambs,  with  a  jury. 

The  complaint  was :  First.  For  property  sold  and  delivered 
to  the  defendant  and  money  paid  to  him,  claiming  a  balance 
of  $400.  Second.  That  afterward,  and  before  action  was  com- 
menced, the  parties  had  an  accounting,  and  the  plaintiff  then 
supposed  the  defendant  yet  held  a  certain  note  of  $211,  made 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  upon  the  faith  thereof  allowed  the  amount 
of  the  same  to  the  defendant,  and  gave  to  the  defendant  a 
receipt  purporting  to  settle  said  matters,  except  two  items  of 
fifty  dollars  each,  but  the  complaint  averred  that  said  note 
had  been  transferred  before  said  receipt,  and  was  then  owned 
by  one  Clark,  and  "  that  said  receipt  was  given  under  a  mistake 
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of  facts,  and  the  same  was  procured  by  the  fraud  of  said 
defendant." 

The  prayer  of  the  confplaint  was  as  follows :  "  Wherefore 
this  plaintiff  will  ask,  by  way  of  relief,  that  said  settlement 
be  opened,  and  the  said  plaintiff  recover  against  the  said 
defendant  $400,  besides  interest  and  costs." 

There  was  a  general  denial  of  any  debt,  and  the  answer  set 
up  the  receipt  hereinafter  stated. 

The  plaintiff  moved  the  trial  at  the  circuit  before  a  jury, 
but  the  defendant  claimed  it  was  an  equity  case,  and  could 
not  be  tried,  under  section  253  of  the  Code,  until  the  jury 
calendar  was  disposed  of,  and  the  court  so  held.  Kather  than 
let  it  pass  and  go  over  the  term,  the  plaintiff  consented  to 
waive  the  second  count  or  cause  in  equity.  Thereupon  the 
case  was  tried  with  a  jury. 

On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  proved  payments  of  over  $200  to 
the  defendant  to  apply  on  the  said  $211  note,  supposing  he 
then  owned  it,  and  also  proved  other  payments  and  the  sale 
of  property  to  the  defendant,  and  payments  by  Young  for 
the  plaintiff,  to  the  amount  of  $600,  making  $800,  including 
the  two  fifty  dollar  payments  referred  to  in  receipt.  The 
plaintiff  also  proved  that  the  defendant  had  no  claims  against 
her,  except  a  chattel  mortgage  and  another  note  of  $188,  both 
amounting  to  $400 ;  and,  also,  the  plaintiff  proved  that  after 
such  payment  one  Clark  had  sued  her  and  recovered  on  said 
$2ll  note,  upon  the  testimony  of  the  defendant  that  he  had 
transferred  that  note  before  any  payments  were  made  to  him 
by  or  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  then  gave  in  evidence  a  receipt,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy,  viz. : 

"Rec'd  of  William  Slocum  eighteen  thirty-six  one-hun- 
dredths  dollars,  in  full  of  all  demands,  except  that  I  claim 
that  I  paid  to  said  Slocum  fifty  dollars,  and  Wm.  K.  Young 
paid  him  a  like  amount,  upon  a  note  of  Mr.  Henry,  owned  by 
myself  and  wife,  which  Mr.  Slocum  has  no  recollection  of,  and 
this  is  left  open,  to  be  considered  in  the  future,  and  if  any  such 
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has  been  made  and  not  accoanted  for,  then  the  said  Slocum 
is  to  pay  the  same.     October  29th,  1864. 

(  Ten  cent  Eey.  \  "  JOHN  E.  HAMMOND.  [l.  8.] 

i  ^Z!S1^  ]         "MARYETTE  HAMMOND."  [l.  b.] 

The  defendant  also  proved  by  the  defendant  that  he  paid  the 
eighteen  dollars  and  thirty-six  cents  mentioned  in  the  receipt 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  he  supposed  he  had  other  claims  against 
the  plaintiff  besides  tlie  $400,  but  he  could  not  specify  any. 

The  plaintiff  offered  to  show  that  when  he  signed  the 
receipt  that  he  had  not  his  glasses,  and  it  was  not  read  to  him 
as  it  was  signed.  The  court  excluded  the  offer  as  immaterial, 
holding  that  as  there  was  no  question  but  that  the  defendant 
had  received  the  $800,  and  enough  to  pay  the  $211  note,  the 
plaintiff  could  recover  that  amount,  and  the  two  fifty  dollar 
items  excepted  in  the  receipt,  making  $311,  with  interest, 
unless  the  defendant  desired  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the  facts. 
The  defendant's  counsel  claimed  that  the  receipt  or  release 
extinguished  all  of  the  other  causes  of  action,  including  the 
$211  paid,  upon  the  supposition  that  the  defendant  was  the 
owner  of  that  note. 

The  court  held  otherwise,  and  directed  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  for  $311  and  interest. 

The  defendant  appealed,  and  the  general  term,  at  Platts- 
burgh,  July,  1870,  reversed  the  judgment,  and  granted  a  new 
trial,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event,  holding  that  the  receipt 
could  not  be  contradicted,  and  was  conclusive  against  the 
plaintiff,  unless  it  was  obtained  by  fraud  or  mistake. 

The  cause  was  noticed  for  trial  a  second  time  by  the  defend- 
ant, to  be  heard  at  the  chambers  of  justice  Bookks,  at  Saratoga 
Springs,  August  16,  1870.  The  plaintiff  appeared  and 
objected  to  the  power  of  the  judge  to  hear  a  trial  at  chambers, 
and  also  claimed  that  it  was  a  case  where  the  plaintiff  had  a 
right  to  a  trial  by  jury.  The  court  overruled  the  objections, 
but  postponed  the  trial  to  a  future  day,  to  be  held  at  cham- 
bers, before  justice  Joseph  Potteb. 
Vol.  L  63 
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At  the  time  and  place  last  appointed  the  parties  appeared, 
and  the  plaintiff's  counsel  again  objected  to  a  trial  at  cham- 
bers, and  also  demanded  a  jury  trial,  but  the  objections  were 
overruled,  and  the  trial  proceeded  under  protest  by  the 
plaintiff. 

On  the  second  trial  the  same  facts  were  proved  as  on  the 
first  trial,  and  the  plaintiff  gave  further  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  she  and  her  agent  were  induced  to  sign  said 
receipt  by  the  fraud  of  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant 
gave  evidence  tending  to  prove  the  contrary. 

On  the  summing  up  (August  1873),  the  defendant's 
counsel  claimed  that  this  was  not  an  action  for  the  recovery 
of  money,  and  therefore  costs  were  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  that  if  the  plaintiff  recovered  less  than  she  claimed, 
the  court  ought  not  to  allow  her  costs. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  claimed  that  the  plaintiff  should  be 
entitled  to  costs  even  if  they  were  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  because  the  defendant  had  made  no  written  offer  to 
allow  judgment  for  the  two  fifty  dollar  items. 

Afterward,  and  on  the  26th  of  November,  1873,  the  court 
directed  "  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  $171.74,  and  oostSj^ 
being  for  said  two  fifty  dollar  items.  A  copy  of  the  decision 
was  served  on  the  defendant's  attorney  December  second,  and 
on  the  8th  day  of  December,  1873,  judgment  was  entered  upon 
notice,  against  the  defendant,  for  said  $171.74,  and  for  $365.04 
costs. 

And  on  the  ninth  day  of  December,  notice  of  the  judgment 
was  personally  served  on  the  defendant's  attorney.  On  the 
fifteenth  day  of  December  the  defendant's  attorney  gave 
notice  of  a  motion,  to  be  heard  before  the  same  judge,  asking 
him  to  change  his  decision,  by  striking  out  and  disallowing 
the  costs.  That  motion  was  opposed  by  the  plaintiff,  bat  was 
granted  about  March  4, 1874,  and  an  order  made  striking  out 
of  the  former  decision  the  words  "  with  costs,"  and  striking 
the  costs,  as  entered,  out  of  the  judgment. 
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From  this  order  the  defendant  appealed  to  the  general  term, 
where  it  was  argned  in  June,  1874,  at  Albany. 

JE  F.  BiMa/rd^  for  plaintiff. 

L  This  is  an  action  "  for  the  recovery  of  money,"  and  the 
plaintiff  has  recovered  over  fifty  dollars  damages. 

The  Code  {seo,  304,  sub.  4),  gives  costs  as  a  matter  of  right. 
They  are  not  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

Since  Code  {sec.  386)  allows  an  offer,  there  is  but  little 
occasion  to  leave  the  matter  to  the  discretion  of  the  court. 
Action  to  enforce  a  mechanic's  lien  is  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  money,  and  costs  follow,  of  course  {Wait^s  Oode^p. 
603,  y,  dti/ng  Trust  agt.  Pierson^  3  Ahh,^  84).  Action  against 
insolvent  partner  and  representative  survivor  in  equity,  costs, 
of  course  ( T<yrk8  agt.  PecJc^  9  How.,  201 ;  Wait,  602,  /.). 
Costs  are  an  absolute  right  (64  Barb.,  417,  HAm)m,  J, ;  53 
Barb.,  428,  Hogeboom,  J. ;  49  iT.  T.,  660). 

Many  suits  in  equity  come  under  this  section.  Some  suits, 
which  would  be  formerly  equitable,  like  an  action  for  specific 
performance,  would  not  fall  under  this  section,  but  would 
under  section  306,  and  in  those  cases  costs  would  rest  in 
discretion. 

The  distinction  between  actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity 
is  abolished  {Code,  seo.  69). 

The  former  distinction  cannot,  therefore,  govern  the  costs. 

Costs  are  governed  entirely  by  a  new  dejmition  given  by 
section  304  of  the  Code. 

The  action  was  tried,  and  all  of  the  evidence  given  under 
the  original  complaint. 

To  give  a  jtlry  trial,  under  section  253,  it  must  be  **  an  action 
for  the  recovery  of  money  onh/.^^  Section  304,  subdivision 
4,  omits  the  word  "  only."  It  is  clear  this  was  an  action  for 
"  money,"  even  if  not  for  "  money  only."  These  distinctions 
do  not  appear  to  have  been  taken  in  the  reported  cases. 

U.  Even  if  the  costs  were  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 
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that  discretion  having  been  exercised,  and  costs  awarded  to 
the  plaintiff,  the  same  judge  had  no  further  power  over  the 
case. 

Neither  had  the  special  term  any  power  to  correct  by 
motion  {LUlie  agt.  Shermcm^  39  How,^  287). 

If  the  court  had  power  to  correct  a  mistake  on  motion,  it 
would  require  clear  affirmative  proof  to  show  a  mistake. 

Mistakes,  merely  of  a  clerical  character,  should  be  corrected. 

Then  it  should  be  done  upon  the  face  of  the  papers,  or 
upon  the  affidavit  showing  the  mistake. 

In  this  case  it  is  merely  a  motion  to  the  same  judge  to 
change  his  opinion.  There  is  no  affidavit  by  any  person, 
showing  or  pretending  any  mistake. 

It  would  be  grossly  indecent  to  place  a  judge  in  such  a 
'  position. 

If  the  judge  made  a  mistake  in  deciding  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  it  was  h  judicial^  and  not  a  clerical  mistake. 

Such  errors  are  only  corrected  by  appeal,  or  by  granting  a 
new  trial. 

If  the  judge  could  legally  grant  this  motion,  he  could  also 
have  changed  the  judgment  as  to  damages,  and  found  for  the 
defendants,  with  costs. 

The  order  should  be  reversed. 

A,  Pondy  for  respondent. 

The  order  was  affirmed  June,  1874,  by  Leabned,  Boakd- 
MAN  and  BocKES,  justices. 
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RoBEBT  Seaman  agt.  Anthony  MoRbynolds,  impleaded  with 

Thomas   O'Callaghan. 

OmU  offoimt  aureiie$  an  an  undertaking  1o  tha  court  of  appeaU  from  an 

order  grajJing  a  new  trial. 

Upon  an  undertaking  given  upon  an  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals,  from 
an  order  of  the  general  term,  reversing  a  judgment  of  the  special  term, 
and  granting  a  new  trial  —  the  -appellant  giving  the  usual  stipulation 
for  judgment  absolute  on  affirmance,  and  the  court  of  appeals  affirm 
the  judgment  of  the  general  term,  with  costs  to  the  respondent  of  the 
appeal  to  that  court  —  the  liability  of  the  sureties  on  the  undertaking, 
extends  to  the  costs  of  the  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  only. 

Special  Term,  1876. 

MonoN  for  a  new  trial. 

The  action  was  against  the  defendants  as  sureties,  upon  an 
undertaking  given  upon  an  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals,  by 
one  Delahanty,  from  an  order  of  the  general  term  of  the 
court  of  common  pleas,  reversing  a  judgment  of  the  special 
term  and  granting  a  new  trial. 

Delahanty  had  recovered  a  judgment  against  one  Seaman. 
The  latter  appealed  to  the  general  term,  where  the  judgment 
was  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered.  From  this  order 
Delahanty  appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals,  giving  the  usual 
stipulation,  that  if  the  order  should  be  affirmed,  judgment 
absolute  should  be  rendered  against  the  appellant. 

The  undertaking  of  the  defendants  was  the  usual  printed 
form  used  on  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  directing  the  pay- 
ment of  money,  but  it  recited  tlie  judgment  of  the  special 
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term,  and  the  order  of  the  general  term  revewDg  the  judg- 
ment and  granting  a  new  trial,  and  the  intention  to  appeal 
therefrom  to  the  eonrt  of  appeals,  and  then  was,  in  sabstance, 
as  follows :  ^^  That  the  appellant  will  pay  all  costs  and  dam- 
ages which  may  be  awarded  against  him  on  said  appeal,  not 
exceeding  $250 ;  and  if  the  said  order  so  appealed  from,  or 
any  part  thereof,  be  affirmed,  the  said  appellant  will  pay  the 
amonnt  directed  to  be  paid  by  said  judgment,  or  the  part  of 
such  amount  as  to  which  the  said  judgment  shall  be  affirmed, 
if  it  be  affirmed  only  in  part  or  if  the  appeal  be  (lismissed, 
and  all  damages  which  shall  be  awarded  against  the  appellant 
on  said  appeal." 

The  sureties  justified  in  $500.  The  court  of  appeals 
affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  general  term  by  default,  and 
adjudged  that  the  '^  respondent  should  recover  against  the 
appellant  his  costs  of  appeal  to  this  court."  And  it  was 
further  ordered  that  the  record  and  proceedings  be  remitted 
to  the  court  of  common  pleas,  ^^  there  to  be  proceeded  upon 
according  to  the  law." 

On  filing  the  remittitur  in  the  conmion  pleas  an  order  was 
entered,  in  substance,  making  the  judgment  of  the  court  of 
appeals  the  judgment  of  that  court,  and  that  the  defendant 
therein  (Seaman)  recoyer  against  the  plaintiff  (Delahanty) 
the  costs  of  the  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals,  which  were 
taxed  at  $226.88.  The  court  also  awarded  a  forther  judg- 
ment against  the  plaintiff,  Delahanty,  for  the  costs  of  the  trial 
and  appeal  to  the  general  term,  amounting  to  $638.75. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  to  recover  in  this  action  against  the 
sureties  of  Delahanty,  the  two  sums,  namely,  the  costs  of  the 
appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  ($226.38)  and  the  costs  of  the 
trial  and  appeal  to  the  general  term  ($638.75). 

On  the  trial  the  defendants  claimed  that  they  were  liable 
only  for  the  costs  of  the  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals,  and 
asked  the  court  so  to  instruct  the  jury.  The  court  declined 
to  do  so,  and  the  defendants  excepted. 

The  court  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff  for 
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the  full  amount  claimed,  with  interest,  and  the  defendants 
excepted. 

The  juiy  gave  a  verdict  for  $1,464.42. 

The  defendants  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  minutes. 

2>.  T.  jRoberUon^  for  defendants. 


J3.  M.  Whiteheady  for  plaintiff. 

MoNBLL,  Ch.  J.  —  The  Oode,  as  originally  adopted,  did  not 
allow  any  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  from  an  order  grant- 
ing or  denying  a  motion  for  a  new  trial.  The  first  amend- 
ment seems  to  have  been  in  1851  allowing  an  appeal  from 
an  order  granting  a  new  trial.  But  the  amendment  was 
repealed  the  next  year  (1852),  and  two  years  afterward 
(1854)  the  repeal  was  limited  to  appeals  taken  subsequent  to 
the  act  of  1852.  In  1857  the  section  was  again  amended  by 
again  allowing  appeals  from  orders  granting  new  trials,  but 
requiring  the  assent  of  the  appellant,  that  if  the  order  be 
affirmed  judgment  absolute  should  be  rendered  against  the 
appellant.  In  1862  a  further  amendment  includes  an  order 
refusing  a  new  trial. 

In  extending  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  orders  grant- 
ing new  trials  no  special  provision  was  made  by  the  legislature 
for  staying  proceedings  upon  the  order  by  requiring  security 
or  otherwise,  and  the  only  provisions  of  law  applicable  are 
those  of  chapter  2  of  title  11  of  the  Oode  and  the  general 
power  given  to  the  court  over  its  proceedings. 

The  three  hundred  and  thirty-fourth  section  provides,  that 
to  render  an  appeal  effectual  for  any  purpose  an  undertaking 
must  be  executed  to  the  effect  that  the  appellant  will  pay  all 
costs  and  damages  which  may  be  awarded  against  him  on  the 
appeal.  But  if  the  appeal  is  from  a  judgment  directing  the 
payment  of  money,  there  must,  to  stay  the  proceedings 
thereon,  be  a  further  undertaking  as  prescribed  in  the  suc- 
ceeding sections.    In  all  other  cases,  i.  «.,  cases  not  provided 
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for  in  the  several  sections  referred  to,  the  perfecting  of  an 
appeal,  by  giving  the  undertaking  mentioned  in  section  334, 
shall  stay  proceedings  in  the  court  below  upon  the  judgment 
appealed  from  {Gode^  sec.  342). 

There  can  be  no  question  that  an  appeal  from  an  order 
granting  a  new  trial  falls  within  the  provisions  of  section 
334 ;  and  it  is  equally  clear,  I  think,  that  none  of  the  suc- 
ceeding sections,  down  to  section  342,  have  any  application. 
There  was  no  judgment  directing  the  payment  of  money 
from  which  the  appeal  was  taken.  The  only  "  judgment " 
between  the  parties  was  in  favor  of  the  appellant,  and  had 
been  reversed  and  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  ordered.  The 
respondent,  in  the  court  of  appeals,  had  nothing  but  a  mere 
right  to  go  to  a  new  trial,  in  which,  if  he  should  be  success- 
ful, he  would  recover  his  costs  of  the  suit  and  of  the  appeal 
to  the  general  term.  The  contingency  of  his  right  to  recover 
costs  could  happen  only  after  a  second^  trial.  But  no  second 
trial  was  had ;  the  operation  of  the  order  granting  the  new 
trial  was  stayed  by  the  undertaking  under  section  334.  The 
situation,  therefore,  of  the  parties,  when  the  appeal  was  taken 
from  the  order,  did  not  require  that  any  undertaking  should 
be  given  other  than  such  as  is  required  by  section  334. 
There  was  no  judgment  directing  the  payment  of  money 
then  in  existence;  and  the  possible  judgment  authorized  by 
the  appellant's  stipulation,  in  the  event  of  an  affirmance  of 
the  order,  is  nowhere  contemplated  in  the  Code,  and  could 
not  well  be  when  it  depended  upon  a  contingency  so  remote 
and  uncertain. 

It  is  enough,  however,  that  the  Code  does  not  require,  in 
appeal*  from  orders,  any  undertaking  except  to  secure  the 
costs  in  the  court  of  appeals ;  and  such  an  undertaking  is 
effectual  to  stay  proceedings  upon  the  order. 

But  it  is  claimed  that  the  undertakiftg  executed  by  the 
defendants  can,  by  construction,  be  made  to  cover  costs  which 
the  respondent  recovered  after  the  affirmance  of  the  order 
by  the  judgment  of  the  common  pleas ;  and  I  am  referred  to 


-NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  425 

Seaman  agt.  McReynolds. 

the  latter  part  of  the  printed  form,  which  is  to  the  effect,  that 
if  the  order  is  affirmed  the  appellant  will  pay  the  amount 
directed  to  be  paid  by  the  *' judgment,"  and  all  damages 
awarded  against  the  appellant  on  the  appeal. 

The  undertaking  was  a  printed  form  applicable  to  an  appeal 
from  a  judgment  directing  the  payment  of  money,  but  con- 
tained, also,  an  undertaking  for  costs  under  section  334.  The 
latter  part  was  sufficient  and  proper,  but  the  other  part  was 
unnecessary  and  inapplicable  to  the  existing  facts. 

It  has  been  held  that  an  undertaking  under  the  Code  is 
good  as  a  promise  (Thompson  agt.  Blanohard,  3  iV.  Y.  S., 
335;  Doolittle  agt.  Dininny^  31  id.y  350),  and  need  not 
express  a  consideration ;  but  it  being  an  instrument  authorized 
and  required  by  law,  no  other  or  greater  effect  can  be  given 
to  it  than  is  provided  in  the  law.  Even,  therefore,  if,  by  its 
terms,  the  undertaking  could  be  made  to  cover  the  subse- 
quently recovered  judgment  for  costs,  which  the  plaintiff 
recovered  against  the  defendants'  principal,  it  is  at  least 
questionable  whether  it  would  be  an  obligation  binding  on 
the  sureties.  As  a  simple  promise,  expressing  no  considera- 
tion, it  would  be  void  under  the  statute  of  frauds,  unless, 
perhaps,  a  consideration  was  proved  by  parol ;  for  the  cases  I 
have  referred  to  sustain  an  undertaking  as  a  valid  instrument, 
solely  on  the  ground  that  it  is  required  and  authorized  by 
law. 

There  is,  however,  nothing  in  the  terms  or  tenor  of  the 
undertaking  which  can  render  the  sureties  liable  upon  it  for 
a  subsequently  acquired  judgment ;  and  the  promise  to  pay 
the  amount  directed  to  be  paid  by  the  "judgment"  was 
improper,  as  there  was  no  judgment,  and  was  unnecessary 
for  the  purpose  of  an  appeal  from  the  order. 

Besides,  in  giving  effect  to  such  an  instrument,  the  liability 
must  be  determined  from  the  facts  existing  when  the  obliga- 
tion was  incurred,  and  from  the  intention  of  the  parties  at 
that  time  {Rochester  City  Bank  agt.  Elwoody  21  N.  T.  R,, 
p.  90). 

Vol.  L.  54 
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When  the  undertakiDg  was  signed  there  was  no  judgment 
against  the  appellant.  At  most  there  was  a  possibility  of  a 
fntore  judgment  for  costs.  But  that  depended  upon  the  con- 
tingency of  an  affirmance  of  the  order.  It  could  not,  there- 
fore, have  been  intended  by  the  sureties  to  become  responsi- 
ble for  the  appellant  beyond  his  existing  liabilities ;  and  the 
language  cannot  be  interpreted  into  an  obligation  to  pay 
otherwise  than  the  terms  plainly  import. 

The  question  here  is  against  a  surety.  The  judgment  for 
costs  against  the  appellant  is  valid  and  can  be  enforced  against 
him.  But  the  liability  of  his  sureties  is  to  be  ascertained  by 
the  undertaking  they  executed. 

The  judgofent  of  the  court  of  appeals  merely  affirmed  the 
order,  with  the  costs  of  that  appeal.  No  damages  were 
awarded.  Upon  filing  the  remittitur  the  common  pleas  gave 
judgment  for  the  previous  costs  against  the  appellant.  To 
that  proceeding  the  sureties  were  not  parties ;  and  their  obli- 
gation, incurred  when  the  appeal  was  taken,  does  not  include 
them. 

The  effect  of  the  stipulation  upon  an  appeal  from  an  order 
granting  a  new  trial,  is  that  upon  an  affirmance  of  the  order, 
the  court  may  give,  as  a  final  judgment,  the  same  judgment 
that  the  respondent  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  he  had 
been  successful  at  the  trial.  Hence,  in  such  a  case,  the 
judgment  absolute  is  for  costs  only,  and  may  cover  all  the 
costs  of  the  action.  Such  a  recovery  is  good  as  against  the 
appellant,  who,  as  the  party  to  the  record,  is  subject  to  the 
power  of  the  court.  But  the  power  over  the  sureties  is 
restricted  to  their  written  obligation,  and  cannot  be  found 
elsewhere. 

If  I  am  correct  in  the  view  taken  of  the  defendants'  lia- 
bility, then  the  recovery  should  have  been  for  the  costs  of 
the  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals,  with  interest  thereon. 

The  verdict  must  be  amended  by  reducing  it  to  the  sum  of 
$300.75,  that  being  the  costs  in  the  court*  of  appeals  ($226.38) 
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and  seventy-fonr  dollars  and  tUMiy-Beyen  cents  interest  from 
June  20, 1871. 

The  recovery  is  not  confined  to  the  $250  named  in  the 
undertaking.  Interest  beyond  the  penalty  is  always  reeorera- 
ble  {I^an  agt.  C^ark^  9  N.  Y,  R.y  148;  Bramwrd  agt. 
JcntB^  18  a.^  35) 
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SUPEEME  COURT 

James  W.  Dana  agt.  The  New  York  Central  and  Hudson 

RrsTEB  Railroad  Company. 

lAabiUty  of  common  carrier — acting  as  agent  beyond  his  termtrU, 

It  is  competent  for  a  carrier  or  agent  to  limit  his  liability,  and  such  con- 
tracts are  held  valid  when  free  from  fraud  or  imposition. 

Where  the  receipt  declares  that  the  company,  in  sending  forward  goods 
beyond  their  termini,  shall  act "  as  the  agent  of  the  consignor  or  con- 
signee, and  not  as  carrier,"  it  is  its  duty  as  such  agent  to  give  correct 
information  and  instructions  to  the  succeeding  carrier,  as  to  the  destina- 
tion and  delivery  of  the  property  transferred  to  the  latter  company, 
otherwise  it  is  liable  in  damages  to  the  consignor  for  all  loss  and  injury 
to  the  property  which,  by  its  agreement  with  him,  they  undertook  to 
carry  to  its  destination. 

• 

Oneida  Circuit,  SeptenibeTj  1876. 

Action  to  recover  damages  alleged  to  have  come  to  a  horse 
shipped  by  plaintiff  from  TJtica  to  Adams  Centre,  Jefferson 
county.    A  jury  trial  was  waived  by  the  parties. 

The  plaintiff  delivered  to  defendant  the  horse  April  10, 
1874,  and  took  a  receipt,  in  which  the  horse  was  stated  to  be 
delivered  to  H.  A.  Averell,  Adams  Centre,  New  York,  and 
in  which  reference  was  made  to  a  stock  release,  executed  the 
same  day  by  the  parties,  in  which  release  it  was  stated, 
viz. : 

"  Now,  in  consideration  that  the  party  of  the  first  part  will 
transport  for  the  party  of  the  second  part  one  horse  agreed 
weight,  2,000  pounds,  which  said  horse  has  this  day  been  deliv- 
ered by  the  party  of  the  second  part  to  the  party  of  the  first 
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part,  from  Utica  to  Adams  Centre^  at  the  rate  of cents 

per  100  pounds,  such  rate  being  one  made  upon  the  basis 
above  stated,  the  party  of  the  second  part  ^^ees  that  the 
party  of  the  first  part  shall  not,  under  any  circumstances  nor 
for  any  cause,  be  held  liable  beyond  the  sum  of  $200  for  injury 
to,  or  loss  of,  any  single  animal  carried  pursuant  to  this  agree- 
ment.    *    *     *  " 

The  defendant,  on  the  same  day,  made  its  way-bill  of  mer- 
chandise from  Utica  to  Rome,  and  in  and  under  the  words 
"  for  whom  and  where,"  inserted  "A.  Averell,  Gomton^^  which 
was  made  in  defendant's  office  at  Utica,  and  produced  by  it  at 
the  trial,  and  it  appeared  that  this  way-bill  accompanied  the 
horse  in  question  to  Rome,  and  was  shown  to  some  agent  of 
the  Rome,  Watertown  and  Ogdensburg  Railroad  Company, 
or  a  copy  of  same  was  given  to  snch  agent  at  the  time.  The 
horse  was  at  Rome  delivered  to  the  R.,  W.  and  O.  R.  R.  Co., 
and  by  it  carried  to  Canton,  St.  Lawrence  county,  and  back  to 
Adams  Centre,  and  arrived  fifty-four  hours  later  than  if  deliv- 
ered in  the  usual  course  at  Adams  Centre. 

On  the  thirteenth  April,  when  the  horse  was  delivered  to 
Averell  at  Adams  Centre,  he  had  a  cold ;  cough  and  lung  fever 
ensued,  and  he  was  sick  some  thirty-seven  weeks,  and  damaged 
more  than  $200.  He  was  in  good  condition  when  delivered 
to  defendant  by  plaintiff. 

John  H.  £hoXy  for  plaintiff. 

D.  M.  K,  Johnson^  for  defendant. 

Haedin,  J. —  Upon  the  trial  it  was  held  that  the  papers 
contained  a  contract,  and  were  the  exclusive  evidence  thereof 
between  the  parties,  and  that  principle  must  be  applied  in 
considering  the  case  (Locey  agt.  N.  T.  C.  H.  Ci?.,  50  ^.  Y., 
76 ;  Bdger  agt.  The  Adams  Ex.  Co.^  51  id.,  166 ;  Steers  agt 
Lmerpool,  N.  Y.  a/nd  P.  S.  Co.,  57  id.,  1 ;  JlincJcley  agt.  Jf.  Y. 
a  wnd  H.  R.  M.  R.  Co.,  56  id.,  429). 

The  receipt  declared  that  the  company,  in  sending  forward 


480  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Dana  agt.  New  York  Central  and  Hudson  River  Railroad  Co. 

goods  beyond  the  defendant's  termini,  shall  act  ^'  as  the  agent 
of  the  consignor  or  consignee,  and  not  as  carrier." 

As  such  agent;  it  was  its  dnty  to  give  correct  information 
and  instructions  as  to  the  delivery  of  the  property.  If  it  gave 
others,  it  acted  at  its  own  risk  and  peril  {Johnson  agt.  N.  Y. 
C.  R.  Co.,  33  N.  Y.J  610 ;  Goodrich  agt.  Thompson,  44  id., 
324). 

It  is  a  &ir  inference,  upon  the  facts  disclosed  in  this  case, 
that  the  false  information  in  defendant's  way-bill  shown  to 
the  agent  of  the  R.,  W.  and  O.  road  caused  the  error  and  con- 
sequent detention  and  exposure,  &c.,  of  the  horse. 

Assuming  that  the  defendant  is  liable  as  an  agent  for  its 
false  instructions  or  information,  it  is  not  necessary  to  con- 
sider the  effect  of  the  stock  release  as  an  agreement  to  carry 
from  Utica  to  Adams  Centre,  as  stated  in  the  release. 

It  is  competent  for  a  carrier  or  agent  to  limit  its  liability. 
Such  limiting  contracts  are  held  valid  when  free  of  fraud  or 
imposition.  None  is  claimed  here,  therefore  the  limitations 
made  must  be  held  valid  (51  N.  T.,  166 ;  67  id.,  1 ;  WestcoU 
agt.  Am.  Exi.  Co.,  6  Lcmaing;  aff^d,  Com.  of  Appeals,  opin- 
ion by  DwiGHT,  GorrCr,  wnreported). 

The  horse  was  '^  carried  pursuant  to  this  agreement,"  and 
therefore  the  liability  was  limited  to  $200.  But  it  is  said  that 
there  is  no  proof  that  the  horse  took  his  cold  the  last  fifty-four 
hours  instead  of  the  first  twenty  hours  of  the  seventy-four  hours 
he  was  en  route  from  Utica,  and  prior  to  his  delivery  to  the 
consignee,  at  Adams  Oentre. 

The  burden  of  proof  to  show  that  it  was  not  during  the  last 
fifty-four  hours  was  upon  the  defendant,  and  no  such  proof 
was  given.  The  onus  for  accounting  for  the  default  as  well 
as  injury  was  with  the  defendant  {BrovmeU  agt.  N.  Y.  C.  JR. 
Co.,  45  JV.  Y,  184 ;  Magher  agt.  I%e  C.  and  A.  R.  R.  Co.^ 
45  id.,  514). 

There  is  no  proof  that  the  injury  would  have  happened  if 
there  had  been  no  mistake  {opinion  of  Andbbw,  J.). 

The  fair  inference  upon  the  facts  disclosed  here  is,  that  the 
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long  exposure,  the  great  travel  and  the  last  fifty-four  hours 
thereof  led  to  the  cold  which  afiected  the  horse  aud  injured 
him  {Michaels  agt.  iT.  T.  C.  It.  Co.,  30  N.  T.,  564). 
These  views  lead  to  the  condnsions : 

1.  That  the  defendant  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  damages. 

2.  That  the  stock  release  limits  the  damages  recoverable  for 
injury  to  the  horse  to  $200. 

8.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  against  the 
defendant  for  $200,  and  costs  of  the  action. 
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NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Adolph  Stkioterg  agt.  Max  Laskbb. 

Arrest  for  seduction. 

In  an  action  for  seduction  the  defendant  may  be  arrested,  under  the  first 
subdivision  of  section  179  of  the  Code,  "  for  an  injury  to  the  person." 

Saml.  Jones,  for  motion. 
D.  T.  Waidefij  opposed. 

CuBTi8,  J.  —  The  plaintiff  sues  for  the  seduction  of  his 
daughter  and  obtains  an  order  of  arrest. 

The  defendant  moves  to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  not  one  of  the  cases  for  which  the  Code 
provides  that  a  defendant  may  be  arrested. 

The  defendant  claims  that  the  basis  of  the  father's  action 
is  for  the  loss  of  his  daughter's  service  by  reason  of  her  preg- 
nancy and  confinement.  It  is  true,  that  at  an  early  period 
this  form  of  action  was  devised  to  give  the  father  a  remedy 
against  the  seducer  of  his  daughter,  as  the  jury  had  the  right 
to  give  damages  in  excess  of  the  pecuniary  loss  of  services. 
The  form  has  been  since  followed,  and  previous  to  the  Code 
it  was  a  matter  of  course  to  hold  the  defendant  to  bail. 

It  is  not  easy  to  presume  that  the  legislature  intended  to 
release  a  defendant,  in  this  class  of  cases,  from  liability  to 
arrest ;  and  it  has  been  held  that  it  opmes  within  the  first 
subdivision  of  section  179  of  the  Code,  which  provides  that 
a  defendant  may  be  arrested  **  for  an  injury,  to  the  person." 
This  seems  to  be  a  better  view  and  more  in  accordance  with 
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the  analogies  of  the  law  {Ddam-ater  agt.  Susselly  2  Code 
jRep.y  147 ;  Taylor  agt  NoHh^  3  Code  Rep.^  9 ;  Strauaa  v. 
Schwartzwadden^  4  Bo^v),^  627). 

There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  reported  case  to  the  con- 
trary, and  the  views  presented  in  the  early  decisions  under 
the  Code,  in  respect  to  the  question  raised  upon  this  motion, 
have  been  generally  acceded  to. 
Vol.  L  55 
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The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York  agt.  William  M. 
Tweed  and  The  Mayor,  Aldermen  and  Commonalty  of 
THE  City  of  New  York. 

Motion  by  drfendant  Tioeedy  at  the  dose  of  the  evidence^  to  dismiss  the  complaint. 

The  defendant  Tweed,  at  the  close  of  the  evidence,  moved  to  dismiss  the 
complaint  as  to  certain  items  of  the  plaintiff*  demand,  and  also  as  to  all 
the  causes  of  action. 

Denied,  for  the  reason :  First.  That  the  positive  testimony  of  several  of  the 
witnesses  of  conversatioDS  with  Tweed,  and  others  of  acts  and  divisions 
of  moneys,  and  of  additions  to  and  swellings  of  bills,  make  it  a  question 
for  the  jury. 

Second.  The  objection  made  that  there  is  no  proof  tending  to  show  that 
bills  in  iavor  of  certain  persons  named,  for  which  warrants  amounting  to 
over  $600,000  were  issued,  were  false,  and  consequently  could  not  be 
recovered  in  this  action,  is  answered  by  stating  that,  although  no  witness 
has  testified  directly  to  their  falsity,  there  is  sufficient  evidence  to  justify 
their  submission  to  the  jury.  None  of  these  bills  were  audited  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  the  act  of  1870,  but  directly  in  violation  of  it 
Also,  evidence  has  been  given  tending  to  show  that  Tweed  received  to 
his  own  use  twenty-five  per  cent  of  the  amount  of  such  bills.  The  force 
of  this  evidence  and  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  therefrom  is  for  the 

jury- 

Third.  The  objection  that  warrants  issued  to  certain  individuals  named, 
amounting  to  over  $2,000,000,  were  never  indorsed  by  the  payees;  that, 
consequently,  the  money  which  the  Broadway  Bank  paid  was  improp- 
erly paid,  and  that,  in  judgment  of  law,  the  money  obtained  thereon  is 
still  in  the  county  treasury,  is  answered  by  stating  that,  assuming  that 
the  name  of  the  payee  upon  these  warrants  is  forged,  the  question  is  not 
now  whether  a  remedy  does  or  does  not  exist  against  the  bank,  but 
whether,  when  the  money  has  been  actually  taken  from  the  treasury,  the 
remedy  does  not  exist  against  the  taker.  It  will  not  do  to  hold  that  the 
county  cannot  recover  from  the  forger  and  the  wrongful  taker  of  its 
money  the  fruits  of  its.crime,  because  it  has  also  a  remedy  against  its 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  485 

People  agt  Tweed. 

agent  who  paid  the  money  in  good  feith  to  the  party  who  wrongfully 
deceived  it. 

Fourth.  The  objection  that  John  H.  Keyser  and  others  named  have  been 
released  from  liability,  and,  as  they  were  co-conspirators  with  Tweed, 
their  release,  or  the  release  of  either,  discharges  all,  is  sufficiently 
answered  when  it  appears  that  the  most  that  can  be  said  on  that  ques- 
tion is,  that  certain  influential  citizens  who  have  been  conspicuous  in 
these  prosecutions  have  promised  them  protection.  If  either  should  be 
prosecuted,  no  defense  upon  the  ground  of  a  release  could  be  pleaded. 
No  person  authorized  officially  to  make  a  promise  has  made  any,  and 
the  entire  absence  of  consideration  would  make  any  nudum  pactum^  if 
made.  A  release,  to  be  effectual  in  such  a  case,  and  a  discharge  of  the 
persons  named,  must  be  a  technical  release,  under  seal. 

F^.  In  regard  to  the  question  that  the  act  of  1875,  which  authorizes  this 
action,  is  unconstitutional,  the  decision  of  the  general  term  of  this  dis- 
trict passed  upon  this  question,  upon  the  defendant's  appeal  from  the 
order  reiusing  to  vacate  the  order  of  his  arrest,  is  binding  upon  this  court 
and  must  be  followed. 

Sixth,  The  objection  that  the  action  of  the  board  of  audit  was  judicial,  and 
that  no  action  can  be  maintained  against  a  judge  for  acts  done  in  that 
capacity,  cannot  prevail,  because  the  defendant  Tweed  never  acted  as  a 
member  of  the  board  of  audit.  His  functions  as  a  judge  were  never 
exercised.  Instead  thereof,  he  corruptly  agreed  to  make  bills.  Besides, 
when  these  bills  came  before  the  board  of  audit,  Tweed,  according  to 

.  the  evidence  of  the  plaintifls,  was  interested  —  the  bills  had  all  been 
increased  to  give  him  a  per  centage.  The  Revised  Statutes  declare: 
**  No  judge  of  any  court  can  sit  as  such  in  any  cause  to  which  he  is  a 
party,  or  in  which  he  is  interested,"  &c. 

Seventh.  The  remaining  question  is :  What  damages  can  the  plaintiffs  recover? 
K  the  evidence  of  the  plaintifis  be  true,  the  case  is  presented,  not  only  of 
an  adviser  of  an  over-draft,  but  that  of  a  person  who  has  advised  the 
over-draft,  ordered  it  himself,  and  distributed  the  proceeds.  The  damage 
which  the  wrong  has  caused  can  be  recovered,  even  though  the  party  did 
not  receive  all  its  fruits.  Where  the  fraud  consists  in  the  additions  to 
honest  demands,  the  recovery  must  be  limited  to  the  injury.  The  dam- 
ages to  be  recovered  in  this  action,  therefore,  are  those  which  the  alleged 
fraud  has  caused. 

New  York  Circuit,  Part  II,  March  6,  1876. 

Mo'non  by  defendant  Tweed,  at  the  close  of  the  evidence, 
to  dismiss  the  complaint  as  to  certain  items  of  the  plaintiffs' 
demand,  and  also  as  to  all  the  causes  of  action. 
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David  Dudley  Fidd^  Fidd  <&  Deyo  <&  Mr.  Fddlesteirij 
for  defeudant  Tweed. 

Charles  O^  Conor y  James  O.  Carter  <&  Wheeler  JET.  Peek- 
ham^  for  plaintiffs. 

Westbbook,  J. — This  suit  has  been  instituted  and  is 
sought  to  be  maintained  by  force  of  the  provisions  of  chap- 
ter 49  of  the  Laws  of  1875,  entitled  "An  act  to  authorize 
the  people  of  the  state  to  bring  and  maintain  certain  actions 
for  the  recovery  of  public  moneys  and  property,"  and  the 
general  scope  of  the  complaint  may  be  thus  stated  :  Section 
4,  of  chapter  382,  of  Laws  of  1870,  entitled  "An  act  to 
make  further  provision  for  the  government  of  the  county  of 
New  York,"  provided  that,  "  all  liabilities  against  the  county 
of  New  York,  incurred  previous  to  the  passage  of  this  act, 
shall  be  audited  by  the  mayor,  comptroller,  and  the  presi- 
dent of  the  board  of  supervisors,  and  the  amounts  which 
are  found  to  be  due  shall  be  provided  for  by  the  issue  of 
revenue  bonds  of  the  county  of  New  York,  payable  during 
the  year  1871,  and  the  board  of  supervisors  shall  include  in 
the  ordinance  levying  the  taxes  for  the  year  1871  an  amount 
sufficient  to  pay  said  bonds  and  the  interest  thereon.  Such 
claims  shall  be  paid  by  the  comptroller,  to  the  party  or  par- 
ties entitled  to  receive  the  same,  upon  the  certificate  of  the 
officers  named  therein."  After  referring  to  this  provision 
of  the  act,  the  pleading  charges  that  the  defendant  Tweed, 
who  was  the  chairman  of  the  board  of  supervisors  referred 
to  therein,  instead  of  performing,  together  with  his  asso- 
ciates, the  duty  imposed  upon  him  of  a  faithful  audit  of  bills 
presented,  conspired  with  one  James  Watson  and  others, 
fraudulently  to  present  false  and  fictitious  claims  and  accounts 
for  their  own  benefit,  and  in  regard  to  the  pretended  accounts 
of  certain  individuals  specified  in  the  schedule  to  the  com- 
plaint, the  gross  amount  of  which  is  over  $6,000,000,  such 
conspiracy  was  actually  accomplished,  the  money  obtained 
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from  the  treasury  and  converted  to  the  use  of  such  con- 
spirators. For  the  amount  thereof  ($6,198,957.85),  with  inter- 
est thereon,  from  the  Ist  day  of  September,  1870,  judgment 
is  demanded  against  the  defendant  Tweed,  together  with  the 
costs  of  the  action. 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  inquire  whether  each  and  every 
averment  of  the  complaint  is  sustained  by  proof  to  the  extent 
charged.  Without  expressing,  at  this  stage  of  the  cause,  any 
opinion  upon  the  force  of  the  evidence  offered  to  establish  the 
material  allegations,  which  have  been  substantially  recited,  it 
is  sufficient  to  observe  that  the  positive  testimony  of  Andrew 
J.  Garvey,  James  H.  IngersoU,  John  Garvey,  John  H.  Key- 
ser,  George  S.  Miller  and  John  Kennard,  of  conversations 
with  Tweed  and  others,  of  acts  and  divisions  of  moneys,  and 
of  additions  to  and  swellings  of  bills,  makes  questions  for 
the  jury,  whether  or  not  the  complaint  is  not  substantially 
maintained  in  some  particulars,  at  least.  It  is,  however^ 
strenuously  maintained,  that  there  is  no  proof  whatever  tend- 
ing to  show  that  any  part  of  the  bills  in  favor  of  Archibald 
HaU,  Jr.,  A.  W.  Lockwood,  The  New  York  Printing  Com- 
pany, The  Transcript  Association,  The  Manufacturing  Sta- 
tioners, J.  W.  Smith,  C.  H.  Jaenbus,  and  E.  Marrener,  for 
the  payment  of  which  warrants  amounting  to  $611,076.40 
» were  issued,  was  false,  and  that  consequently  the  money  paid 
thereon  cannot  be  recovered  in  this  action.  It  is  true,  that 
no  witness  has  directly  testified  to  the  falsity  of  the.  charges 
made  thereon,  but  there  is  sufficient  evidence  to  justify  the 
submission  of  these  items  to  the  jury.  None  of  these  bills 
were  audited  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  act  of  1870,  so 
far  as  the  evidence  shows.  There  is  no  testimony  evincing 
that  the  board  of  audit,  created  by  said  act,  of  which  Mr. 
Tweed  was  one,  ever  met  as  such  to  pass  upon  such  claims ; 
on  the  contrary,  there  is  some  affirmative  proof  to  show  it 
never  met,  and  that  instead  of  an  investigation  of  each  bill 
presented,  at  the  only  meeting  which  said  board  ever  held 
(May  6th,  1870),  it  adopted  a  resolution  which  substantially 
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declared  that  its  duties  would  never  be  discharged,  and 
resolved  that  every  bill  collected  by  the  county  auditor  from 
the  various  committees  of  the  board  of  supervisors  for  liabili- 
ties incurred  prior  to  April  26th,  1870,  should  be  audited 
and  allowed  by  such  board  of  audit,  provided  it  was. certified 
by  the  clerk,  or  president,  of  the  board  of  supervisors  that 
such  bill  had  been  authorized  by  said  board,  or  its  appropri- 
ate committee.  The  bills  we  are  considering  were  verified 
by  no  oath  or  affirmation,  and  no  judgment  of  the  board  of 
audit  was  ever,  so  far  as  appears,  exercised  in  regard  to  them 
or  any  of  them.  In  addition  to  this,  evidence  has  been  given 
tending  to  show  that  a  per  centage  to  various  parties,  Mr. 
Tweed  among  others,  was  calculated  upon  these  bills,  and 
that  twenty-five  per  cent  of  the  amount  thereof  was  actually 
paid  to  the  defendant.  The  force  of  the  evidence  to  which  I 
have  referred,  and  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  therefrom,  is 
for  the  jury.  As  they  are  ultimately  to  pass  upon  all  ques- 
tions of  fact,  it  would  be  improper  to  discuss  this  point  any 
further.  There  is  enough  to  submit  these  items  of  the  plain- 
tifiB'  claim  to  those  who,  under  our  theory  of  jurisprudence, 
make  the  body  to  determine  issues  of  facts. 

It  is  further  objected  that  warrants  issued  to  J.  A.  Smith, 
C.  D.  BoUar,  Keyser,  Davidson,  Halsey  &  Co.,  and  A.  G. 
Miller,  amounting  to  $2,078,471.38,  were  never  inijorsed  by  • 
the  payees,  and  that,  consequently,  the  money  which  the 
Broadway  Bank  paid  was  improperly  paid,  and  that,  in  judg- 
ment of  law,  the  money  obtained  thereon  is  still  in  the  county 
treasury.  In  deciding  this  point,  I  must  assume  the  correctness 
of  the  plaintiffs'  allegations  and  positions  upon  the  facts,  for 
it  is  impossible  for  me  now  to  say  that  the  jury  will  not  so 
find,  and  if  I  decide  upon  the  assumption  that  they  will  find 
the  facts  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  they  will  then  be  deprived 
of  the  right  to  determine  those  matters  which  the  law 
commits  to  them.  Assuming  that  the  indorsement  of  the 
name  of  the  payee  upon  these  warrants  is  forged,  the  ques- 
tion is  not  before  me,  whether  a  remedy  does  or  does  not 
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exist  against  the  bank,  but  whether,  when  the  money  has 
been  actually  taken  from  the  treasury  of  the  county,  the 
remedy  does  not  exist  against  the  taker.  The  warrants  were 
not  drawn  upon  the  Broadway  Bank,  but  upon  the  county 
treasurer  at  the  bank.  They  were  paid  by  the  treasurer 
through  the  bank,  the  payments  recognized  by  and  charged  to 
the  treasurer.  If  the  jury  find  that  the  conspiracy  to  defraud 
existed,  then,  as  the  act  of  one  conspirator  in  furtherance  of 
the  common  object  is  the  act  of  each,  such  finding  involves 
the  further  facts  that  Mr.  Tweed,  himself,  forged  the  payees' 
names,  and  himself  obtained  the  money.  Will  it  do  to  hold 
that  the  county  cannot  recover  from  the  forger  and  the 
wrongful  taker  of  its  money,  the  fruits  of  its  crime,  because  it 
has  also  a  remedy  against  its  agent  who  paid  its  money  in 
good  faith  to  the  party  who  wrongfully  deceived  it  ?  Is  not 
the  conclusion  obvious  ? 

It  is  further  urged  that  John  H.  Keyser,  Andrew  J.  Qarvey, 
Richard  B.  Connolly,  James  H.  Ingersoll,  and  the  estate  of 
James  Watson  have  been  released  from  liability,  and  as  they 
were  co-conspirators  with  the  defendant  Tweed,  their  release, 
or  the  release  of  either,  discharges  all.  It  is  not  urged  that 
either  Keyser,  Garvey,  Ingersoll  or  Connolly  has  paid  any 
money,  or  obtained  a  formal  release  from  any  person.  The 
most  that  can  be  said  is,  that  certain  influential  citizens,  who 
have  been  conspicuous  in  these  prosecutions,  have  promised 
them  protection.  It  would  hardly  be  argued  that  if  either 
should  be  prosecuted,  any  defense  upon  the  ground  of  a 
release  could  be  pleaded.  No  person  authorized  oflScially  to 
make  a  promise  has  made  any,  and  the  entire  absence  of  con- 
sideration would  make  any  a  nudum  paetum,  if  made.  In 
Frink  agt.  Green  (6  Barb.y  445),  on  page  459,  the  court,  by 
Paige,  P.  J.,  says  :  "  A  release  of  one  of  two  or  more  joint 
debtors,  whether  bound  jointly  or  jointly  and  severally,  dis- 
charges the  original  contract,  and  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  of 
an  action  on  the  contract.  But  the  release,  to  have  this 
effect,  must  be  a  technical  release  under  seal "  {De  Zeng  agt. 
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Bailey^  9  Wend.^  336 ;  Rowley  agt.  Stoddard^  7  Johns.^  207 ; 
4  Wend.j  365).  A  covenant  not  to  sue  one  of  the  joint 
obligors  or  promissors  does  not  amoant  to  a  release,  but  is  a 
covenant  only.  It  does  not,  at  law,  discharge  either  of  the 
joint  obligors  or  promissors ;  and  a  suit  may,  notwithstand- 
ing sach  convenant,  be  brought  upon  the  original  contract 
against  all,  if  it  was  a  joint  contract,  and  against  the  one  to 
whom  the  covenant  was  not  given,  if  the  contract  was  joint 
and  several  (7  Johfis.^  210 ;  Sosack  agt.  Rogers^  8  Paige^ 
237).  An  agreement  not  to  sue  one  of  several  joint  debtors 
does  not  injure  the  other  debtors.  It  does  not  defeat  the 
right  of  the  debtor  sued  to  compel  contribution  from  his  co- 
debtors.  It  is  not  in  the  power  of  the  creditor  to  alter  the 
law  between  joint  debtors  {CatskUl  Bank  agt.  Messenger ^  9 
Cow,^  38,  per  Savage,  Ch.  J.). 

In  regard  to  the  estate  of  James  Watson,  it  is  conceded 
the  recovery  was  for  demands  not  embraced  in  this  action, 
and  whilst  Mr.  Keyser  has  placed  property  in  the  hands  of 
a  trustee  to  secure  the  city,  such  deposit  was  his  own  act, 
and  no  part  thereof  has  been  in  the  hands  of  any  city 
ofScial.  , 

It  is  also  urged,  upon  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the 
act  of  1875,  which  authorizes  the  people  to  bring  this  action, 
and  that  despite  the  pendency  of  any  other  action  "  by  or 
on  behalf  of  any  public  authority  other  than  the  state,"  is 
unconstitutional  for  various  reasons.  Time  will  not  allow 
me  adequately  to  discuss  the  questions  which  this  point 
involves,  and  which  have  been  so  ingeniously  argued  and 
presented  in  the  printed  brief,  which  the  learned  counsel 
for  the  defendant  has  presented.  Undoubtedly  these  are 
grave  questions  to  be  hereafter  considered.  I  have  had 
occasion  to  discuss  them  in  part  in  People  agt.  Field  {Albany 
special  term,  October,  1875),  and  to  that  opinion  I  refer. 
Were  my  own  views  in  accordance  with  those  of  the  counsel 
of  the  defendant,  I  would  not,  even  then,  be  able  to  follow 
them.    Upon  the  appeal  from  the  order  refusing  to  vacate 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  441 


People  agt.  Tweed. 


y 
I 
1 


the  order  of  arrest  in  this  cause,  the  general  term  of  this 
district  has  passed  upon  this  question.  The  opinion  was 
written  by  judge  Dakiels,  and  concurred  in  by  his  asso- 
ciates {See  printed  papers  on  appeal  to  court  of  appeals^  fol. 
422  to  429).  That  decision  is  binding  upon  me  and  must 
be  followed.  If  wrong,  it  must  be  elsewhere  corrected ;  it  is 
beyond  my  power. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  action  of  the  board  of  audit 
was  judicial,  and  that  no  action  can  be  maintained  against  a 
judge  for  acts  done  in  that  capacity.  This  is  undoubtedly 
the  rule,  but  the  proposition  assumes  the  point  to  be  proved. 
The  board  of  audit  was  undoubtedly  called  upon  to  exercise 
judicial  functions,  and  Mr.  Tweed,  if  he  had  acted  as  a  mem- 
ber, might,  if  a  reason  presently  to  be  stated  did  not  divest 
him  of  that  character,  be  deemed  a  judge.  But  he  did  not ; 
his  functions  were  never  exercised ;  instead  thereof,  as  the 
evidence  of  the  plaintiflEs  tends  to  prove,  and  which  the  jury 
must  decide,  he  corruptly  agreed  to  make  bills.  On  this 
ground  the  general  term  in  this  very  case  {see  opinion  of 
Daniels,  before  referred  to,  folios  413  to  418),  held  this  action 
maintainable.  But  another  reason  also  influences  me.  If 
the  evidence  of  the  plaintifls  is  true,  when  these  bills  came 
before  the  board  of  audit  (if  the  board  ever  did  meet)  Mr. 
Tweed  and  Mr.  Connolly  were  both  interested.  The  bills 
had  all  been  increased  to  give  them  a  per  centage.  The 
Revised  Statutes  of  our  state  (2  vol.  JEdmond's  edition,  page 
284,  sec.  2)  declare :  "  No  judge  of  any  court  can  sit  as  such 
in  any  cause  to  which  he  is  a  party,  or  in  which  he  is  inter- 
ested, or  in  which  he  would  be  excluded  from  being  a  juror 
by  reason  of  consanguinity  or  affinity  to  either  of  the  par- 
ties." It  has  been  held,  both  in  the  supreme  court  and  in 
the  court  of  appeals  ((?aAZ^  agt.  Aspinwall,  3  Corns,,  647; 
Schoonmaker  agt.  Clearwater  dk  Wood,  41  Barb,,  200, 
the  latter  case  being  affirmed  in  court  of  appeals,  tmder  name 
of  Chambers  agt.  Clearwater,  1  Keyes,  310),  that  when  the 
judge  is  disqualified  under  this  section,  he  ceases  to  be  a 
Vol.  L  56 
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judge.  Tweed  and  Connolly,  if  the  plaintiffs'  case  is  true, 
were  not  only  corrupted  by  the  payment  of  money,  but 
were  "  interested  "  in  the  very  claim  upon  which  they  were 
to  pass.  If,  under  such  circumstances,  they  undertook  to 
act,  they  could  not,  neither  de  facto  nor  de  jure.  The  stat- 
ute prevented  their  sitting  as  judges.  Its  language  is :  "  No 
judge  of  any  court  can  sit  as  such."  They  took  from  their 
shoulders  the  judicial  ermine  and  its  protection  when  they 
became  interested  in  the  accounts  to  be  presented.  Their 
judgment  was  no  judgment,  their  action  was  no  action  ;  it  was 
utterly  coram  nonjudice^  and  the  judicial  immunity  is  invoked 
in  vain,  because  they  were  not  judges ;  that,  under  the  stat- 
utes of  New  York,  was  a  legal  impossibility. 

The  remaining  question  is :  What  damages  can  the  plaintiffs 
recover,  if  any  ?  That  was  also  considered  by  the  general  term 
in  this  case.  It  was  there  {see  folio  413  of  papers  before  referred 
to)  said :  "  These  facts,  which  were  established  by  the  papers 
produced  on  the  application  for  the  order,  rendered  the  defend- 
ant Tweed,  and  those  co-operating  with  him,  joint  wrong-doers, 
and  as  such  liable  for  the  entire  loss  produced  by  the  acts  com- 
plained of.  That  results  from  the  execution  of  the  fraudulent 
combination,  in  which  he  appears  to  have  been  the  controlling 
individual ;  and,  in  that  state  of  the  case,. the  law  will  impose 
upon  him,  individually,  a  liability  coextensive  with  the  moneys 
wrongfully  abstracted,  although  they  may  have  been  partially 
received  by  others  acting  with  him."  If  the  evidence  of  the 
plaintiffs  be  true,  the  case  is  presented  not  only  of  an  adviser 
of  an  over-draft,  which  the  counsel  for  defendant  put,  but  that 
of  a  person  who  has  advised  the  over-draft,  ordered  it  himself, 
and  distributed  the  proceeds.  Can  there  be  a  doubt  as  to  the 
rule  in  such  a  case  ?  The  damage  which  the  wrong  has  caused 
can  be  recovered,  even  though  the  party  did  not  receive  all  its 
fruits.  But  what  is  that  damage  ?  Can  it  be  argued  that  a 
wrong  caused  the  county  to  pay  that  which  it  justly  owed, 
and  can  the  defiendant  be  lisked  to  reimburse  the  sums  which 
have  been  paid  to  extinguish  honest  debts  ?    The  argument 
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which  maintains  the  aflSrmative  of  this  proposition  assumes 
that  the  county  has  been  damaged  by  the  payment  of  that 
which  could  have  been  legally  enforced,  and  that  what  was 
owing  to  a  party  was  obtained  by  fraud.  The  proposition 
contradicts  itself,  and  states  an  impossibility.  The  fraud  con- 
sisted in  the  additions  to  honest  demands,  and  in  this,  as  in  all 
cases  of  a  similar  character,  the  recovery  must  be  limited  to  the 
injury.  The  purchaser  who  retains  property,  the  qualities  of 
which  have  been  fraudulently  misstated,  recovers  the  difference 
between  the  value  of  the  property  as  it  is  and  what  it  should 
have  been  if  the  statements  made  at  the  time  of  the  purchase 
were  true.  And  he  who  has  paid  a  bill  partly  true  and  partly 
untrue  must,  while  he  retains  the  fruit  represented  by  the 
honest  part  thereof,  be  content  with  a  recovery  which  gives 
back  to  him  that  which  was  dishonestly  taken.  It  is  scarcely 
necessary,  however,  to  argue.  The  court  of  appeals  of  this 
state,  in  the  case  of  State  of  Michigan  agt.  PhcBnix  Bank 
(33  N.  y.,  9),  held  that  money  obtained  by  fraudulent  repre- 
sentations, which  procured  an  award  in  its  favor,  could  be 
recovered  back,  "  but  only  to  the  extent  that  the  state  was 
damnified  by  the  money."  That  rule  applies  to  the  present 
action,  and  is  decisive  of  it. 

In  reaching  the  conclusion  that  the  damages  to  be  recov- 
ered in  this  action  are  those  which  the  alleged  fraud  has 
caused,  I  have  not  overlooked  the  fact  that  the  law  of  1870 
contemplates  and  requires  an  audit  of  all  claims  before  pay- 
ment, and  if  there  was  no  audit,  in  one  sense  the  whole 
amount  of  the  bills  was  illegally  paid.  This  consideration, 
however,  is  not  so  forcible  to  my  mind  as  the  great  principle 
that  the  remedy  and  recovery  (putting  out  of  view  all  claim 
for  punitive  damages,  because  the  complaint  does  not  ask 
them),  should  be  commensurate,  and  only  commensurate, 
with  the  injury.  As  the  county  of  New  .York  has  and 
retains  the  fruit  of  the  bills,  so  much  as  that  represents 
should  be  deducted  from  the  claims.  It  surely  ought  not 
to  enjoy  property  it  has  purchased,  and  the  results  of  labor 
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performed,  and  recover  the  money  it  justly  owed  therefor. 
This  would  be  inequitable  and  unjust,  and  cannot  be  allowed. 

Whilst  I  fully  agree  with  the  learned  counsel  of  the 
defendant,  that  the  plaintiflFs  can  only  recover  for  the  excess 
of  the  moneys  paid  beyond  what  was  justly  due  the  claim- 
ants, 1  fail  to  see  how  other  claims  of  Keyser  against  the 
county  can  avail  the  defendant  Tweed.  It  was  not  for  the 
payment  of  these  other  unadjusted  claims  that  the  warrants 
in  favor  of  Keyser  were  drawn.  They  were  given  to  pay 
bills  then  rendered,  and  the  money  which  Tweed  wrong- 
fully caused  to  be  paid  thereon  was  no  less  wrongfully 
obtained  because  Mr.  Keyser  had  other  bills  not  rendered, 
which  might  have  been  claimed,  but  were  not.  The  fraud 
took  money  wrongfully,  and  that  can  be  recovered,  even 
though  the  party  rendering  the  bill  may  have  other  valid 
claims  still  unpaid,  and  which  he  can  recover.  Those  bills 
formed  no  basis  for  the  payment,  and  the  legality  of  the  pay- 
ment must  stand  upon  the  grounds  then  made. 

It  is  true  that  Mr.  Tweed  has  been  criminally  punished 
for  the  crimes  which  he  is  alleged  to  have  committed,  but 
though  the  people  punished  him  for  those,  they  do  not  bar 
the  civil  remedy,  any  more  than  an  indictment  and  conviction 
for  stealing  bars  the  civil  remedy  to  recover  the  property 
from  the  thief,  which  the  injured  party  brings.  The  Code 
itself  provides  (sec.  7) :  ^^  Where  the  violation  of  a  right 
admits  of  both  a  civil  and  a  criminal  remedy,  the  right  to 
prosecute  the  one  is  not  merged  in  the  other." 

I  have  endeavored  to  dispose  of  the  various  points  pre- 
sented. The  views  expressed  have  been  very  hastily  com- 
mitted to  paper.  If  wrong,  a  higher  court  will  correct  them. 
Several  of  the  questions  are  exceedingly  interesting,  and 
certainly  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  has  done  bis 
simple  duty  to  his  client  and  the  court,  in  presenting  and 
enforcing  them,  and  to  such  presentation  and  enforcement 
we  have  listened  with  great  pleasure  and  profit. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
David  Hbbtbb  agt.  Maubitz  L.  Eoestbik. 

Amg7imentcflea»e'-Inw4ikofeaf)enarU'^r&-^^ 

Where  there  is  a  covenant  in  a  lease  not  to  assiini»  ftnd  an  assignment  is 
made  of  the  whole  term  by  the  lessee,  if  the  landlord  desires  to  take 
advantage  of  the  breach  of  the  covenant,  he  must  re-enter. 

If  the  landlord  accepts  rent  from  the  assignee  of  the  lease,  the  assignee 
becomes  his  tenant,  and  he  takes  the  leasehold  freed  from  the  covenant 
not  to  assign,  and  Is  only  liable  for  rent  for  the  time  that  the  premises 
remain  his. 

There  is  a  great  difference  between  a  breach  of  a  covenant  not  to  underlet 
and  not  to  assign.  In  the  one  case  the  lessee  still  remains  the  owner  of 
the  leasehold  premises,  and  in  the  other  he  parts  with  his  whole  interest 
or  estate. 

Special  Term^  Februanry^  1874, 

Van  Brunt,  J. — I  think  that  the  principle  is  perfectly 
well  settled  that  where  there  is  a  covenant  in  a  lease  not  to 
assign,  and  an  assignment  is  made  of  the  whole  term  by  the 
lessee,  if  the  landlord  desires  to  take  advantage  of  the  breach 
of  the  covenant  he  must  re-enter.  If  he  accepts  rent  from 
the  assignee  of  the  lease,  the  assignee  becomes  his  tenant, 
and  he  takes  the  leasehold  freed  from  the  covenant  not  to 
assign,  and  is  only  liable  for  rent  for  the  time  that  the  prem- 
ises remain  his,  although  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  insists 
that  there  is  no  distinction  between  a  breach  of  a  covenant 
not  to  unaerlet  and  not  to  assign.  I  think  that  there  is  a 
vast  difference.  In  the  one  case  the  lessee  still  remains  the 
owner  of  the  leasehold  premises,  and  in  the  other  he  parts  with 
his  whole  interest  or  estate. 
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In  the  one  case  the  landlord  conld  not,  if  he  wished, 
maintain  an  action  for  rent  against  an  under  tenant,  whereas 
against  an  assignee  of  a  lease  such  an  action  by  the  landlord 
will  lie. 

In  the  case  of  an  assignment  of  a  lease,  no  part  of  the 
estate  ever  reverts  back  to  the  original  lessee,  whereas  in 
the  case  of  an  underletting  at  the  expiration  of  the  term,  the 
whole  estate  reverts  to  the  original  lessee,  and  he  takes  it 
again  subject  to  the  covenant. 

All  the  cases  which  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  has  cited 
to  show  that  the  acceptance  of  rent  after  breach  of  a  covenant 
is  not  tantamount  to  a  license,  but  for  any  subsequent 
underletting  the  landlord  may  re-enter,  are  cases  of  under- 
letting only,  and  not  cases  of  assignment.  The  defendants 
Eckstein  and  Yogel,  having  already  assigned  an  injunction, 
cannot  restrain  them  from  doing  what  they  have  already 
done,  and  if  there  has  been  a  breach  of  the  covenant  not  to 
assign,  the  landlord  has  what  the  law  deems  to  be  an 
adequate  remedy.     The  defendants  must  have  judgment. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

State  of  Tennessee  agt.  Theodore  M.  Davis  et  al. 
Power  cf  a  prendent  and  cashier  of  a  bank  to  pledge  its  assets. 

Although  a  cashier  and  a  president  of  a  bank  may,  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business,  without  the  action  of  the  board  of  directors,  dispose  of  the 
negotiable  securities  of  the  bank,  yet  they  have  not  the  power  to  pledge 
its  assets  for  the  payment  of  an  antecedent  debt.  • 

Special  Term  J  Februa/ry  1874. 

Van  Brunt,  J.  —  No  cause  of  action  has  been  made  out 
against  the  defendants  Fairbanks,  Hatch  and  Chittenden,  and 
the  complaint  must  be  dismissed  as  to  them. 

The  defendant  Davis  is  undoubtedly  liable  to  account  for 
the  proceeds  of  all  collaterals  which  he  undertook  to  collect 
and  apply  to  the  payment  of  the  plaintiflF's  claim,  and  this  is 
founded  upon  the  fact  that  he  received  these  assets  and  vol- 
untarily assumed  their  collection,  and  he  thereby  made  him- 
self the  agent  of  the  bank  of  Memphis. 

But  as  to  the  money  paid  by  the  estate  of  Lowenthal,  I 
think  a  different  rule  must  prevail.  Davis  received  that 
money  as  agent  of  the  Bank  of  the  Metropolis,  although  he 
knew  that  the  claim  against  the  Lowenthal  estate  had  been 
attempted  to  be  assigned  to  the  Bank  of  Memphis  by  the 
cashier  of  the  Bank  of  the  Metropolis  at  the  time  he  received 
this  money.  Although  a  cashier  and  president  of  a  bank 
may,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  without  the  action 
of  the  board  of  directors,  dispose  of  the  negotiable  securities 
of  a  bank,  yet  they  have  not  the  power  to  pledge  its  assets 
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for  the  payment  of  an  antecedent  debt.  This  is  entirely 
beyond  the  scope  of  the  duties  of  a  cashier,  as  he  might,  by 
this  means,  dispose  of  all  the  assets  of  the  corporation,  thus 
usurping  powers  which  the  board  of  directors  alone  can 
exercise  {Hoyt  agt.  Thompson^  6  Seld.^  320).  Hutchinson, 
the  cashier,  therefore,  had  no  power  to  make  the  pledge  he 
did  to  the  bank  of  Memphis,  and  those  securities  which  came 
into  Davis'  hands  as  agent  for  the  Bank  of  the  Metropolis,  he 
had  a  right  to  regard  as  though  there  never  had  been  any 
attempt  to  pledge  them,  the  attempted  pledge  being  void. 

Judgment  must  therefore  be  rendered  in  favor  of  defend- 
ants Fairbanks,  Hatch  and  Chittenden,  and  against  defendant 
Davis,  for  those  securities. which  he  received  and  agreed  to 
collect  and  account  for  to  the  Bank  of  Memphis. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

William  Sakdbb  et  al.^  appellants,  agt.  Oeobgk  M.  Hofman 

and  Sophia  Hofman,  respondents. 

Breach  of  cownarU  on  Bale  of  a  htmness  and  good-wiU  toiihin  certain  UmiUs. 

Where  the  seller  of  a  batcher's  business  enters  into  a  covenant  with  the 
purchaser  of  it  that  he  will  not  engage  in  or  carry  on  said  business 
during  five  years,  within  certain  limits,  in  connection  with  a  sale  of  his 
entire  establishment,  and  the  good- will  of  the  business,  within  the  pre- 
scribed limits,  giving  up  possession  to  the  purchaser,  such  covenant  is 
broken  by  the  seller  when,  within  a  year,  he  establishes  the  same  busi- 
ness just  outside  of  the  prescribed  limits,  and  by  his  agent  supplies  a 
portion  of  his  old  customers  residing  within  said  limits,  whether  such 
supplies  are  furnished  at  the  solicitation  of  the  covenantor  or  his  agent, 
or  merely  at  jLhe  solicitation  of  the  customers,  if  the  traffic  is  carried  on 
sufficiently  to  constitute  a  business. 

February  22, 1876. 

Charles  H.  Snuthy  of  counsel,  for  appellants. 

J.  Z.  JBilly  of  connsel,  for  respondents. 

Bapallo,  J.  —  The  covenant  for  the  breach  of  which  this 
action  was  brought  was  that  the  defendants  wonld  not  engage 
in  or  carry  on  the  specified  business  during  five  years  from  the 
date  of  the  agreement,  within  certain  limits  in  the  city  of  New 
York.  This  covenant  was  given  in  connection  with  a  sale  by 
the  defendants  of  their  establishment  within  the  prescribed  lim- 
its, and  of  the  good-will  of  the  business  which  the  defendants 
had  previously  carried  on  there,  and  was  intended  to  secure 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  enjoyment  of  such  good-will,  and  protect 
Vol.  L  67 
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them  against  competition  by  the  defendants.  No  question  is 
raised  as  to  the  validity  of  the  covenant,  and  the  only  point 
litigated  at  the  trial  was  whether  it  had  been  broken  by  the 
defendants.  The  business  was  the  retail  butcher,  fish,  veg- 
etable and  provision  business. 

The  plaintiffs,  in  support  of  their  allegation  of  a  breach 
of  the  covenant,  proved  that  in  May,  1872,  a  year  after 
the  covenant  was  made,  the  defendants  set  up  a  similar 
establishment  to  that  which  they  had  sold  to  plaintiffs,  a 
short  distance  outside  of  the  prescribed  limits,  but  supplied 
some  of  their  old  customers  residing  within  said  limits,  by 
sending  daily  to  their  residences  a  wagon  with  the  provi- 
sions which  they  needed,  and  receiving,  through  the  messen- 
ger who  carried  them,  orders  for  the  following  day,  and  so 
on,  from  day  to  day.  The  number  of  customers  shown  to 
have  been  thus  supplied  was  few ;  only  four  instances  were 
shown  upon  the  trial.  One  customer  was  thus  supplied  for 
only  a  few  weeks ;  one  for  about  four  months,  to  the  amount, 
in  the  aggregate,  of  $180 ;  one  from  October,  1872,  to  the 
time  of  the  examination  of  the  witness ;  the  other  from  the 
time  the  defendants  opened  their  new  store,  in  1872,  down 
to  the  time  of  the  examination  of  the  witness,  in  March, 
1873.  The  amount  of  the  business  thus  done  does  not 
appear. 

There  was  evidence  that  the  custom  of  these  persons,  or 
some  of  them,  had  been  solicited  by  the  defendants.  This 
was  denied  by  the  defendants,  who  claimed  that  the  custom- 
ers voluntarily,  and  without  solicitation,  proposed  to  deal 
with  them,  on  being  informed  that  they  had  resumed  busi- 
ness. The  judge  charged  that  if  they  found  that  the  defend- 
ants themselves,  or  by  their  agents,  went  into  the  prescribed 
limits  and  there  solicited  or  procured  orders  for  meats,  &c., 
and  that  the  defendants  received  or  filled  such  orders,  it  was 
a  breach  of  the  covenant ;  but  that  if  they  found  that  the 
defendants  did  not  go  into  the  prescribed  limits  and  procure 
such  ordei'S,  but  that  persons  within  such  limits  voluntarily, 
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and  without  solicitation  of  defendants,  gave  them  orders 
(and  whether  they  gave  their  orders  within  such  limits,  or 
otherwise,  was  immaterial),  the  filling  of  such  orders  was  not 
a  breach  of  the  contract.  Exception  was  duly  taken  to  this 
last  proposition. 

The  jury  having  retired,  afterward  returned  and  asked  the 
court  this  question : 

"  Is  the  sending  an  agent  every  day  to  the  houses  in  the 
limited  district  to  take  orders  and  filling  them  a  competitive 
business  or  solicting  the  same  ? " 

To  which  the  court  replied :  "  In  the  construction  I  have 
given  to  the  contract  it  would  not  be.  The  orders  must 
have  originally  been  procured  by  the  solicitation  of  the 
defendants.  If  they  proceeded  from  the  customers,  and  not 
by  the  procurement  of  the  defendants,  it  was  not  a  breach  to 
fill  them." 

Exception  was  duly  taken  to  this  ruling. 

The  efiect  of  these  instructions  to  the  jury  was  so  to  limit 
the  operation  of  the  covenant  as  to  restrain  the  defendants 
merely  from  soliciting  the  patronage  of  customers  within 
the  district,  and  leave  them  at  liberty  to  carry  on  business 
there  to  any  extent,  by  sending  their  wagon  daily  to  the 
houses  in  the  district,  receiving  orders  there  and  delivering 
the  provisions  ordered,  provided  the  original  proposition  so 
to  deal  proceeded  from  the  defendants.  Such  a  construction 
of  the  covenant  would,  in  our  judgment,  entirely  defeat  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  taken,  and  substantially  deprive 
the  plaintiflEs  of  the  protection  which  it  was  intended  to  afibrd 
them,  or  in  consideration  of  which  they  had  bought  and 
paid  for  the  good-will  of  the  defendants'  business.  The 
business  of  supplying  the  inhabitants  of  the  district  with 
meat,  provisions,  &c.,  and  sending  to  their  dwellings  to 
receive  orders  was  the  very  business  which  the  plaintiflPs 
purchased.  If  the  defendants  were  at  liberty  to  carry  on 
the  same  business,  naturally  their  old  customers  and  those 
to  whom  they  were  known  by  reputation  would  prefer  deal- 
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ing  with  them,  to  employing  the  new  concern.  It  was 
immaterial  to  the  customers  where  the  store  or  shop  was ; 
for  the  supplies  were  brought  to  their  door  and  orders 
received  there.  .It  was  this  very  good-will,  the  disposition 
of  the  inhabitants  of  the  district  to  deal  with  the  defendants, 
which  they  undertook  to  sell  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  covenant 
of  the  defendants  bound  them  to  do  more  than  refrain  from 
soliciting  patronage.  It  bound  them  not  to  carry  on  the 
business  within  the  prescribed  district,  and  if  applied  to  for 
that  purpose  it  was  their  duty  to  decline,  on  the  ground  that 
they  had  covenanted  not  to  do  so. 

The  greater  the  reputation  of  the  defendants*  establish- 
ment and  the  disposition  of  their  former  customen  to  deal 
with  them,  the  more  valuable  was  the  good-will  which  the 
plaintiffs  purchased;  but  upon  the  construction  put  upon 
the  covenant  by  the  court  below,  if  the  defendants  were 
suflSciently  popular  to  cause  their  former  customers  to  seek 
them  they  might  retain  all  their  former  business,  so  long  as 
they  did  not  take  the  initiative  in  soliciting  the  continuance 
of  the  custom. 

In  the  case  of  Smith  agt.  Smith  (4  Wend.^  468),  which  was 
an  action  upon  a  bond  given  by  a  physician,  that  he  would 
not  locate  himself  and  practice  his  profession  within  pre- 
scribed limits,  and  in  case  he  should  so  locate  or  practice, 
that  he  should  pay  a  certain  sum  per  month,  the  obligor 
located  himself  outside  the  limits,  but  visited  patients 
within  them,  and  he  was  held  liable.  It  was  not  intimated 
in  that  case  that  it  was  necessary  to  constitute  a  breach  of 
the  condition  of  his  bond,  to  show  that  he  had  solicited  the 
custom  of  his  patients.  The  covenant  here  is  just  as  abso- 
lute as  in  that  case.  It  is  that  the  defendants  will  not 
carry  on  the  business  within  the  district. 

It  cannot  be  doubted  that  sending  his  wagon  and  an  agent 
daily  within  the  district,  supplying  the  inhabitants  and 
receiving  their  orders  for  further  supplies,  if  carried  on  to  a 
sufficient  extent  to  constitute  a  business,  would  be  a  breach  of 
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that  covenant.  What  excuse  is  it  to  say  that  these  acts  were 
done  at  the  request  of  the  customers  ?  The  object  of  the 
covenant  was  to  secure  the  withdrawal  of  the  defendants 
from  the  business,  in  order  that  the  trade  which  would  have 
gone  to  them,  had  they  continued,  should  go  to  the  plaintiffs. 
If  the  defendants  continued  the  business  and  supplied  their 
former  customers  or  others  in  the  district,  the  damage  to  the 
plaintiffs  is  the  same  whether  the  defendants  sought  the 
customers  or  they  voluntarily  came  to  the  defendants.  If 
the  defendants  declined  to  do  the  business  as  their  covenant 
bound  them  to  do,  this  trade  might  have  gone  to  the  plain- 
tiffs. The  case  of  Turner  agt.  Evans  (2  EL  <&  BL,  512),  is 
much  relied  upon  by  the  defendants'  counsel  to  sustain  the 
proposition  that  to  constitute  a  breach  the  orders  must  have 
been  solicited  by  the  defendants. 

In  that  case  the  defendants  sold  the  good-will  of  their 
business  at  Caemavon  and  contracted  with  the  purchaser  not 
to  carry  on  the  business  of  a  wine  merchant  there.  He  set 
up  business  at  another  place,  but  had  agents  at  Caernavon 
who  received  orders  for  wine,  which  he  executed.  The  fact 
was,  in  the  case,  that  these  agents  solicited  orders,  and  that 
feet  was  commented  upon,  but  was  not  essential  to  the  deci- 
sion. The  essential  ground  wasj  that  the  defendants  supplied 
wine  so  systematically  within  the  district  as  to  have  made  a 
business  of  it.  The  reasoning  of  the  case  shows  that  if  he 
had  had  an  ageflt  within  the  district  who  received  orders, 
even  without  solicitation,  which  the  defendants  supplied,  the 
result  would  have  been  the  same  and  the  injury  to  the 
plaintiffs  the  same,  and  that  it  was  no  difference  whether 
the  wine  was  supplied  from  stores  within  or  without  the 
district.  In  discussing  the  question  of  fact,  lord  Campbell 
remarks  that  if,  to  oblige  an  old  customer,  he  should  now 
and, then  sell  him  some  wine,  that  would  be  no  breach,  for 
it  would  not  be  carrying  on  a  business,  and  the  same  remark 
would  apply  to  the  present  case.  If  once  in  a  while,  to 
oblige  an  old  customer,  the  defendants  had  sent  him  a  piece 
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of  meat,  the  case  would  be  analogous.  But  this  is  vastly 
different  from  systematically  sending  an  agent  every  day  to 
the  houses  of  his  old  customers  in  the  district  and  receiving 
orders  and  supplying  them. 

The  true  question  in  the  case  was,  whether  the  defendant 
had  done  these  acts  systematically  and  for  profit,  to  an  extent 
sufficient  to  constitute  the  carrying  on  of  a  business  within 
the  district.  If  so,  it  matters  not  at  whose  solicitation  the 
dealings  were  inaugurated.  But  the  case  was  not  disposed 
of  or  submitted  to  the  jury  on  any  such  question.  The 
ground  upon  which  it  was  disposed  of  is,  we  think,  unten- 
able, and  the  judgment  should  therefore  be  reversed  and  a 
new  trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

All  concur. 

Keversing  7  Jonea  &  Spencer^  307. 


>'.- 
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^  NEW  YOEK  SUPREME  COURT. 

Geobgb  M.  Oloott,  assignee,  agt.  John  Geobob  Maolean 

et  al. 

Bamkrupt — foreign  creditor. 

A  bankrupt  cannot  prefer  a  foreign  creditor  in  Tiolation  of  the  provisions 
of  tiie  United  States  bankrupt  act 

Special  Tertn^  FSlyniary^  1874. 

Van  Bbunt,  J.  —  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  bankrupt 
laws  do  not  operate  beyond  the  limits  of  the  United  States, 
but  the  question  raised  by  the  demurrer  in  this  case  is,  can 
a  bankrupt  in  the  United  States,  in  fraud  of  its  provisions 
in  the  United  States,  transfer  property  to  an  alien  creditor. 
It  makes  no  difference  in  this  proposition  that  the  contract  of 
purchase  was  made  abroad  and  to  be  performed  abroad, 
because  the  goods  had  been  delivered  to  the  bankrupt  and 
they  were  his  property,  and  in  the  United  States,  and  as 
much  so  as  if  he  had  paid  for  them.  There  was  no  way  in 
which  the  defendants  could  have  recovered  these  goods  from 
the  bankrupt,  because  he  had  not  paid  for  them,  if  he  had 
.not  chosen  to  part  with  them.  Therefore  the  proposition  is, 
can  a  bankrupt  prefer  a  foreign  creditor  in  violation  of  the 
provisions  the  bankrupt  act  ?  I  do  not  think  that  such  a 
doctrine  can  be  sustained.  If  the  courts  of  this  country 
obtain  jurisdiction  of  the  foreign  creditor,  they  may  make 
him  amenable  to  our  laws.  The  bankrupt  law  could  not  be 
enforced  as  to  an  alien  beyond  the  territorial  limits  of  the 
United  States,  but  for  a  violation  of  its  provisions  within  the 
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United  States ;  if  the  courts  obtain  jurisdiction  of  the  violators 
of  the  law,  they  may  enforce  its  provisions,  although  they  be 
aliens. 

The  act  complained  of  was  done  in  the  United  States,  the 
parties  infringing  the  provisions  of  the  law  are  brought  to 
answer  before  a  court  in  the  United  States,  and  for  all  trans- 
actions in  the  United  States  they,  although  aliens,  are  amen- 
able to  its  laws. 

The  case  of  Cook  agt.  Whipple^  in  the  court  of  appeals,  seems 
to  hold  that  state  courts  have  the  power  to  enforce  these  pro- 
visions of  the  bankrupt  act. 

The  demurrer  must  be  sustained.  Defendants  may  amend 
answer  on  payment  of  costs. 
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COUET  OF  APPEALS. 

Elise  Magnin  and  others,  respondents,   agt.   The  Adams 

Express  Company,  appellants. 

Where  a  common  carrier,  in  receiving  goods  for  carriage,  delivers  a  receipt 
to  the  shipper,  containing  these  words  :  *'  And  if  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty above  described  is  not  stated  by  the  shipper,  the  holder  will  not 
demand  of  the  Adams  Express  Company  a  sum  exceeding  fifty  dollars 
for  the  loss  or  detention  of,  or  damage  to  the  property  aforesaid,"  such 
receipt  is  a  contract  between  the  parties,  and  the  omission  of  the  shipper 
to  disclose  the  value  is  such  a  concealment  as  amounts  to  a  fraud  in 
law  upon  the  carrier,  and  where  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  material 
facts,  it  is  a  question  of  law  for  the  court,  and  not  of  fact  for  the  jury ; 
and  in  case  of  loss  of  the  property  by  the  carrier  he  will  be  exonerated 
from  liability  arising  from  ordinary  negligence. 

Sembiey  a  carrier  under  such  a  contract  would  not  be  relieved  where  his 
acts,  or  those  of  his  servants,  have  amounted  to  misfeasance  or  abandon- 
ment of  his  character  as  carrier. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiflFs,  who  compose 
the  firm  of  Yue  J.  Magnin,  Gnedin  &  Co.,  of  the  city  of  New 
York  against  the  Adams  Express  Company,  to  recover  the 
value  of  certain  watches  and  watch  keys,  delivered  in  a  pack- 
age by  the  plaintiflFs  to  the  defendant  to  be  forwarded  by  the 
latter  to  J.  E.  Merriman  &  Co.,  at  Memphis,  Tennessee.  The 
latter  assigned  their  interest  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  case  has 
been  tried  three  time  before  a  jury  and  three  times  at  a 
general  term  of  the  superior  court,  and  this  is  the  third  time 
before  the  court  of  appeals.  The  facts  will  be  found  in  the 
56  N,  Y.  R.  {p.  168),  and  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The 
case  now  comes  up  on  appeal  from  the  general  term  of  the 
superior  court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  aflirming  a  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiflTs. 
Vol.  L.  68 
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C.  M.  Da  Costa  ds  T.  P.  Chapman^  for  appellant. 
C.  Bambridge  Smith,  for  respondents. 

FoLGEB,  J. — There  was  a  contract  between  the  plaintiffl 

and  the  defendant  that  if  they  did  not  state  to  it  the  valae 

of  the  property  shipped,  they  should  not  demand  of  it  a 

^  sum  exceeding  fifty  dollars  for  the  loss  or  detention  thereof 

{Magnin  agt.  Dinsmore,  president,  i&c,  56  N,  T.,  168).  This 
contract  did  not,  per  se,  excuse  the  defendant  from  liability 
for  a  loss  arising  from  its  negligence  {Id.).  Thus  we  have 
heretofore  held  in  this  case. 

At  the  trial,  the  rulings  in  which  are  now  under  review, 
the  jury  found  negligence  in  the  defendant,  and  that  the  loss 
arose  therefrom.  The  judgment  of  the  court  as  to  legal 
liability,  above  cited,  and  the  finding  of  the  jury  as  to  the 
facts  have  thus  concurred  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs.  Bat 
the  judgment  of  the  court  then  given  was  only  upon  the 
questions  then  presented.     Other  questions  now  arise. 

The  defendant  now  insists  that  the  imposition  and  deceit 
upon  it  of  the  plaintiffs,  amounting  to  fraud,  relieved  it  from 
liability  for  the  loss.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  plaintiffs  not 
to  practice  imposition  and  deceit  upon  the  defendant  so  as  to 
add  to  its  risk  and  to  lessen  its  care  and  diligence  {Ora/nge  Co. 
BamJc  agt.  Brown,  9  Wend.,  116).  Though  the  duty  of  a  com- 
mon carrier,  and  the  rigorous  liability  which  is  upon  him  at 
common  law,  arises  principally  from  the  public  employment 
which  he  exercises  {Coggs  agt.  Barnard^  2  Ld.  Raym.,  917, 
91%; per  lord  Holt,  C.  J., in  Lane  agt.  Cotton,  12  Mod.,  *485 ; 
Story  on  Bailm.,  sec.  549) ;  yet  his  hire  and  reward  also  enter 
therein,  and  he  has  a  right  that  his  compensation  shall  be 
in  measure  with  the  risk  he  takes,  and  that  he  shall  not  be 
subject  to  unknown  hazards  (9  Wend.,  supra).  The  defend- 
ant insists  that  there  was  a  fraud  wrought  upon  it  by  the 
plaintiffs  in  their  failure  to  disclose  the  real  value  of  the 
package  and  the  nature  of  the  contents ;  that  the  silence 
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of  the  plaintilt's  and  the  alleged  deceptive  form,  dimensions 
and  general  appearance  of  the  package,  were  an  imposition 
and  deception.  A  shipper  may  become  chargeable  with  fraud 
upon  a  carrier,  through  imposition  and  deception,  as  well 
when  he  is  silent  as  when  he  speaks  that  which  is  untrue. 
A  neglect  to  disclose  the  real  value  of  a  package  and  the 
nature  of  its  contents,  if  therewith  there  is  that  in  its  form, 
dimensions  and  other  appearance  designed  —  and  even  if  not 
designed,  if  fitted  —  to  throw  the  carrier  off  his  guard,  will 
be  conduct  amounting  to  the  fraud  now  spoken  of.  The 
intention  to  impose  upon  the  carrier  is  not  material ;  it  is 
enough  if  such  is  the  practical  effect  of  the  conduct  of  the 
shipper  {Pardee  agt.  DreWy  25  Wend,^  459).  This  question, 
too,  was  passed  upon  by  the  jury  at  the  last  trial  as  one  of  fact. 
Under  the  instructions  of  the  court,  they  found  that  there 
was  not,  upon  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  either  active  fraud 
or  concealment ;  neither  in  the  way  in  which  the  parcel  was 
delivered  to  the  carrier,  nor  in  what  was  said  or  left  unsaid 
at  the  time  of  the  delivery,  nor  in  the  character  of  the 
package  as  to  the  way  in  which  it  was  enclosed  and  sealed. 
The  defendant  now  urges  and  did  there  urge,  that  the  ques- 
tion is  not  one  of  fact  for  a  jury,  but  of  law  for  a  court ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  nonsuited  for  concealment 
of  the  true  value  of  the  package. 

An  examination  of  the  testimony  for  the  facts  of  the  case 
has  brought  me  to  the  conclusion  that  there  is  no  proof  of 
fraudulent  concealment  of  the  value  by  the  plaintiffs,  unless 
their  silence  be  such  concealment.  If  the  claim  of  the 
defendant  is  to  be  upheld,  it  is  on  the  ground  that  silence 
alone  as  to  the  real  value  is  conclusive  evidence  of  that 
deception  and  imposition  which  works  fraud  upon  a  carrier 
and  relieves  him  of  his  liability.  Where  there  is  no  special 
contract  limiting  the  common-law  liability  of  the  carrier, 
nor  any  notice  so  specially  brought  home  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  shipper  as  to  have  that  effect,  the  shipper  is  not  bound 
£o  disclose  the  value  of  the  goods,  unless  he  is  asked  thereof 


460  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 

—wi 

Magnin  agt  Adams  Express  Company. 

by  the  carrier;  but  the  carrier,  for  proper  reasons  {Orotcch 
agt.  Z.  dk  N',  W.  Raihoay  Co,^  14  G,  B.^  255),  has  a  right  to 
make  inquiry  and  to  have  a  true  answer,  and  if  he  is  deceived 
by  a  false  answer  given,  he  will  not  be  responsible  for  any 
loss.  If,  however,  the  carrier  makes  no  inquiry,  and  no 
artifice  is  used  to  mislead  him,  he  is  responsible  for  loss, 
however  great  may  be  the  value.  Such  is  stated  in  Story  on 
Baihn.  {sec,  567),  to  be  the  better  opinion,  and  the  cases 
there  cited  sustain  the  text.  Where  there  is  a  special  con- 
tract limiting  liability,  or  other  thing  tantamount  thereto, 
it  is  otherwise. 

The  case  of  Bataon  agt.  Donovcm  (4  Bam.  <fe  Ald,^  21)  is 
perhaps  the  strongest  which  can  be  cited,  and  the  reasons 
for  the  rule  are  there  well  stated.  There  the  shipper  knew 
of  the  notice  given  by  the  carrier  limiting  his  liability.  The 
package  left  for  carriage  was  a  box,  properly  directed, 
and  with  the  name  of  the  owners  upon  it.  I  infer  that  the 
business  of  the  owners,  as  bankers,  was  known  to  the  carrier. 
The  box  was  locked  and  corded  though  not  sealed.  It  con- 
tained bills,  checks  and  notes  to  over  $4,000  in  value.  The 
carrier  did  not  know  what  it  contained,  nor  that  the  contents 
were  of  great  value,  nor  was  any  thing  said  to  him  thereof. 
No  more  was  said  to  him  than  "  it  is  the  box  for  Newcastle." 
These  are  all  the  facts  stated  in  the  report;  but  it  is  not 
probable  that  any  circumstance  is  omitted  which  would  have 
made  for  the  carrier,  or  which  would  have  materially  changed 
the  aspect  of  the  case  as  presented  in  the  books.  The  ship- 
per's counsel,  arguendo,  said :  "  Here  is  no  imputation  of 
fraud ;  negligence  in  the  plaintiffs  or  their  servants  in  not 
communicating  the  value  of  the  parcel  is  alone  insinuated." 

Best,  J.,  states  his  ^^  protest  against  what,  I  think,  a  new 
principle  in  the  law  relative  to  carriers,  viz. :  that  the  owner 
of  a  parcel  of  value,  such  parcel  having  nothing  in  its  appear- 
ance indicative  of  its  contents  being  of  small  value,  is  bound, 
unasked  by  the  carrier,  to  state  what  it  is  worth."  "  I 
cannot  consider  the  non-communication  of  the  contents  of  k 
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box  88  any  thing  like  fraud."  "  This  is  a  case  of  silence 
only."  He  was  the  sole  dissentient  jndge,  but  his  statement 
of  the  facts  is  not  questioned  by  those  whose  opinions  pre- 
vailed. The  case  {Batsan  agt.  Donovan)  must  be  taken  as 
one  of  special  acceptance  by  the  carrier  and  of  silence  only 
as  to  value  by  the  shipper.  The  facts  of  the  case  now  here 
cannot  be  stated  any  more  favorably  for  the  plaintiffs  in  it 
than  that  there  was  a  special  acceptance  by  the  defendant, 
and  that  there  was  only  silence  on  their  part.  In  Batson  agt. 
Donovan^  it  is  true,  the  case  was  left  to  the  jury  to  say 
"  whether  the  plaintiff  dealt  fairly  by  the  defendants  in  not 
apprising  them  that  the  box  contained  articles  of  value." 
But  the  consideration  of  the  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial, 
brought  up  the  question  whether,  as  matter  of  law,  the  facts 
of  a  limited  liability  by  notice  and  of  silence  as  to  value 
were  enough  to  debar  the  shipper  of  a  recovery.  A  majority 
of  the  court  adjudged  that  they  were;  that  by  delivery 
without  information,  the  shipper  held  the  package  out  to 
the  carrier  as  an  ordinary  article,  which  he  would  have  no 
objection  to  take  as  of  course ;  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
shipper  not  to  deliver  as  ordinary  goods,  but  to  inform  of 
nature  and  value ;  that  in  point  of  law  it  was  a  conceal- 
ment and  fraud  and  deceit  in  law  not  to  do  so.  Besides, 
there  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  also,  whether  the  defendant 
was  not  chargeable  with  gross  negligence  in  their  carriage 
of  the  parcel.  I  have  dwelt  upon  the  case  cited  as  it  is  so 
like  this  in  its  facts,  as  it  was  much  considered  by  the  court 
— for  the  dissent  was  intelligent,  vigorous  and  persistent, 
and  the  judgment  not  carelessly  arrived  at  —  and  as  it  has 
been  often  cited  at  the  bar  and  from  the  bench,  acquiesced 
in  by  courts  and  text  writers,  sometimes  with  and  sometimes 
without  hesitation,  and  seems  never  to  have  been  reversed 
or  overruled.  Seven  years  afterwards  the  dissenting  judge 
still  kept  up  and  expressed  his  dissent  {Brook  agt.  Pichjoicky 
4  Bing.j  218),  from  which  it  appears  that  the  adjudication 
remained  then  unchanged.     Nor  was  it  without  precedent 
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tending  strongly  to  the  same  end  {See  Glay  agt.  Willan,  1 
JBy.  Blk.,  298 ;  Tates  agt.  WiUan^  2  East,  128 ;  Izett  agt. 
Mountain,  4  id.,  171 ;  Nicholson  agt.  WiUan,  5  i^,  507 ;  and 
others  might  he  cited).  It  is  not  too  much  to  say  that  this 
rule  and  certain  kindred  rales  became  so  mach  fixed  as  the 
law,  by  these  and  other  decisions,  as  to  lead  to  an  enactment 
by  pai'liament,  restoring,  to  some  extent,  the  strict  operation 
of  the  common-law  liability  so  far  as  it  relates  to  carriers  by 
land  {See  statutes  11  Oeo.  IV,  and  1  Wm.  IV,  c.  68). 
The  same  principle  has  been  asserted  in  this  state  {Orange 
Co.  Bank  agt.  Brown,  swprd).  There  Nelson,  C.  J.,  states 
it  thus :  "  The  carrier  in  such  case  is  not  bound  to  make 
inquiry,  and  if  the  owner  omits  to  make  known  the  value 
he  is  liable  only  to  the  amount  mentioned  in  his  notice  or  not 
at  all,  according  to  the  terms  of  his  notice."  It  is  true  that 
in  that  case  the  carrier  had  not  given  notice  to  the  owner, 
nor  otherwise  made  express  special  acceptance.  But  he  was 
a  carrier  of  passengers  only  (so  far  as  that  owner  was  con- 
cerned), and  thus  there  was  a  practical  limited  acceptance ; 
for  he  was  not,  in  the  absence  of  information  of  value  or 
nature  of  the  goods  committed  to  him,  to  be  held  to  a  car- 
rier's duty  and  liability  further  than  for  a  traveler's  ordinary 
baggage  {Gt.  North.  Railway  Co.  agt.  Shepherd,  14  Eng.  L. 
<&  Eq.,  367).  It  is  true,  also,  that  the  case  (9  Wend.,  swprd) 
is  one  of  more  than  silence  merely  as  to  value — as  the  large  sum 
of  money  for  which  it  was  sought  to  charge  the  carrier  was 
placed  in  an  ordinary  traveling  trunk,  thus  to  a  degree 
making  an  affirmation  of  slight  value,  so  that  this  utterance 
of  the  learned  judge  may  not  have  the  force  of  a  binding 
authority,  while  it  has  all  the  weight  which  his  high  judicial 
repute  can  give  it.  It  is  to  be  observed,  too,  that  he  cites 
as  authority  for  his  assertion  Batson  agt.  Donovan  ;  Thoro- 
gove  agt.  Marsh,  Niel  Oower,  105;  and  Marsh  2igt.  Home 
(5  B.  dk  Cress.,  322 ;  see  also,  Pardee  agt.  Drew,  sv^pra;  Warren 
agt.  West.  Trans.  Co.,  5  Roht.,  590 ;  Richards  agt.  Westcott,  2 
Bosw.,  589,  S.  C,  7  id.,  6).    The  opinion  in  Railroad  Co. 
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agt.  Lockwood  (17  Wall.  [  U.  S.\  357-380),  recognizes  the 
jnstice  and  reasonable  character  of  the  rule.  Nor  is  there 
wanting  an  analogy  in  the  law  for  this  doctrine. 

If  an  applicant  for  marine  insurance,  though  without 
design  to  deceive  and  only  by  failure  to  naention,  conceal  a 
feet  which  is  material  for  the  insurers  to  know,  as  increasing 
the  risk  he  is  asked  to  assume,  and  thereby  affecting  the 
rate  of  premium  which  he  should  charge,  the  contract  of  the 
insurer  may  be  avoided  (2  Duer  on  Ins.^  380,  et  aeq.).  And 
the  reason  of  the  thing  is  on  the  same  side.  As  a  general 
rule,  the  carrier  must  take  and  carry  that  which  is  offered 
to  him  therefor,  because  of  his  public  employment ;  but  he 
ought  to  have  a  reasonable  reward  for  the  carriage.  As 
the  risk  of  carriage  of  a  parcel  of  much  value  is  greater 
than  of  one  of  mean  value,  the  reward  for  it  should  be 
greater ;  and,  as  the  risk  is  greater,  so  should  the  care  be 
greater,  and  so  it  will  be  if  the  value  be  known.  Thus  it 
appears  that  the  carrier  fehould  know  of  the  value  of  the 
package  which  he  is  called  upon  to  carry,  that  he  may  exact 
his  due  reward  and  take  due  care  (See  Riley  agt.  Horne^ 
5  Bing.y  217).  As  has  been  stated,  in  the  absence  of  agree- 
ment for  a  limited  liability,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to 
make  all  needful  inquiry  as  to  value ;  but  when  the  shipper 
agrees  with  the  carrier  for  a  limited  liability,  he  thereby 
expresses  to  the  latter  his  estimate  of  the  risk  to  be  run  and 
of  the  care  needed,  and  holds  out  the  package  to  him  as  an 
ordinary  article,  which  he  would  have  no  objection  to  take 
as  of  course.  The  carrier  is  thereby  put  off  his  guard.  The 
shipper  might  refuse  to  agree  to  a  limited  liability,  and 
demand  (generally)  carriage  upon  the  common-law  liability 
of  the  carrier,  and  then  they  deal  at  arm's  length,  and  this 
would  arouse  the  attention  of  the  carrier  —  at  least  would 
put  upon  him  the  duty  of  inquiry.  But,  accepting  carriage 
upon  the  terms  of  a  limited  liability,  the  shipper  indicates 
his  judgment  of  the  degree  of  risk  and  of  needed  care  ;  and 
his  silence  as  to  the  real  value  is  the  same  as  an  assertion  of 
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mean  value,  thus  keeping  from  the  carrier  his  adequate 
reward,  and,  what  is  worse,  misleading  him  as  to  the  degree 
of  care  and  security  which  he  should  provide.  It  is  a  con- 
cealment of  an  important  fact  entering  into  the  bargain  to  be 
made ;  such  a  concealment  as  amounts  to  a  fraud  in  law 
upon  the  carrier ;  and,  where  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the 
material  facts,  as  there  is  none  in  this  case,  it  is  a  question 
of  law  for  the  court  and  not  of  fact  for  the  jury. 

I  conclude  that  the  defendant  is  right  in  its  claim  that 
the  question  of  concealment  of  value,  upon  the  undisputed 
facts  of  the  agreement  and  of  the  silence  of  the  plaintiffs, 
was  one  of  law  for  the  court  and  not  of  fact  for  the  jury, 
and  that  silence  only,  as  to  value,  amounted  to  such  an 
imposition  upon  the  defendant  as  would  relieve  it  from  a 
liability  for  the  total  value  of  the  goods,  unless  something 
more  in  its  conduct  is  shown  than  negligence  to  carry  safely 
and  deliver  promptly.  I  wish  to  add  here  a  remark  that 
when  the  words  imposition,  deception  and  fraud  are  used, 
it  is  because  they  are  found  in  the  books  treating  on  this 
matter,  and  not  as  imputing  to  the  plaintiffs  any  motive  or 
design  inconsistent  with  complete  mercantile  honor  and  fair 
dealing.  It  would  be  more  accordant  with  the  idea  meant 
to  be  conveyed  to  use  the  language  suggested  by  reputable 
writers  on  insurance,  and  to  say  that  a  concealment  without 
design  is  a  failure  to  observe  an  implied  condition,  that  the 
contract  for  carriage  is  free  from  misrepresentation  or  con- 
cealment (2  Duer  Mwi\  Ins,^  647 ;  1  Phillijps  on  Ins.y  p.  279, 
sec.  537). 

It  is  proper  also  to  add  that,  while  such  a  concealment 
under  such  a  contract  as  there  is  in  this  case,  relieves  the 
carrier  from  liability  for  a  loss  occurring  from  ordinary  neg- 
ligence we  do  not  now  hold  that  he  will  be  thereby  thus 
relieved  where  his  acts  or  those  of  his  servants  have  amounted 
to  a  misfeasance,  or  abandonment  of  his  character  as  carrier. 
{Sleat  agt.  Fagg^  5  Bam.  dh  Ald.y  342). 

There  are  other  questions  raised  by  the  argument  made 
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for  the  defendant  as  to  the  measure  of  damages,  and  as  to 
the  admission  of  evidence.  As  to  the  first  it  seems  clear 
that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  demand  from  the  defendant 
more  than  would  have  resulted  to  them  had  the  defendant 
made  safe  carriage  and  prompt  and  correct  delivery. 

In  that  case  the  plaintiffs  would  at  the  farthest  have  had 
from  their  consignees  payment  for  all  the  goods  sent  at  the 
price  to  the  consignees  fixed  upon  them  by  the  plaintiffs. 
The  sum  of  that  price,  with  interest  thereon  from  a  day  when 
the  goods  should  in  usual  course  of  carriage  have  reached 
the  consignees  and  been  accepted  by  them  will  make  the 
damage  which  would  naturally  and  proximately  result  to  the 
plaintiffs.  Though  a  rule  is  sometimes  stated  thus  —  that 
the  damages  are  the  value  of  the  goods  agreed  to  be  carried 
and  delivered  at  the  place  and  time  of  delivery  —  that  rule 
is  but  a  branch  of  the  more  general  one  that  the  damages 
for  a  failure  to  perform  are  a  sum  equal  to  the  benefit  which 
would  have  resulted  from  a  performance  of  a  contract  (Stur- 
ges8  agt.  BisseU,  46  N.  Y.,  462). 

When  the  owner  and  shipper  of  the  goods  is  himself  to 
take  the  goods  at  the  place  of  destination  and  there  sell 
them  for  his  own  account,  for  what  they  will  there  bring,  the 
market  value  there  is  the  measure  of  his  damages,  because 
that  would  have  been  his  benefit  from  performance  of  the 
contract.  But  every  case  is  governed  by  its  own  facts,  and 
here  the  price  of  the  goods  at  the  place  of  destination  was 
fixed  by  the  plaintiffs  before  they  were  committed  to  the 
carrier. 

Either  that  price  was  to  be  paid  by  the  consignees,  or  the 
goods  were  to  have  been  returned  to  the  plaintiffs  at  New 
York,  where  they  would  have  been  worth  to  them  the 
market  price  of  them  there.  No  other  value  to  the  plain- 
tiffs could  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  both  the  con- 
tracting parties,  nor  any  other  damages  than  such  as  would 
result  from  a  failure  to  obtain  that  value.  The  evidence  of 
the  witness  Byrd,  objected  to,  seems  to  be  of  the  declarations 
Vol.  L  69 
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of  one  Woodward.  If  it  be  assumed  that  the  latter  is  shown 
to  have  been  an  agent  of  defendant,  it  does  not  appear  when 
the  declarations  were  made,  or  that  they  were  part  of  the  res 
gestWj  accompanying  the  performance  of  any  act  or  dnty  as 
agent.  So  much  of  the  answer  as  relates  the  declarations  of 
Woodward  was  improperly  received.  The  objection  and 
exception  cover  more  than  this,  and  somewhat  which  does 
not  appear  objectionable,  and  perhaps  they  would  furnish  no 
ground  of  error  for  that  reason.  As  for  other  causes,  the 
judgment  must  be  reversed,  it  is  not  of  moment  to  consider 
them  farther. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
&c. 

All  concur ;  Groveb,  J,,  absent. 

Note.  —  This  case  was  decided,  as  will  be  seen  from  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  on  the  authority  of  BcUson  agt  Donovan  (4  Ba/rn.  db  Aid.),  21 ;  and, 
notwithstanding  the  apparently  careful  consideration  of  this  case  by  the 
court,  its  decision  is  founded  on  a  misapprehension  of  the  facts  and  a 
misinterpretation  of  the  law,  as  decided  and  expressed  by  the  judges  in  the 
case  of  Batson  agt.  Donovan.  The  court  observes :  "  That  it  dwelt  upon 
that  case  as  it  was  so  like  this  in  its  facts,**  and  after  referring  to  taid 
citing  the  facts  and  law  involved  in  that  case,  it  arrives  at  the  extraordinary 
conclusion  that  that  case  decides  '*  it  was  the  duty  of  the  shipper  not  to 
deliver  as  ordinary  goods,  but  to  inform  of  nature  and  value  ;  that  in  point 
of  law  it  was  a  concealment  and  fraud  and  deceit  in  law  not  to  do  so  "  {me\ 
when  it  is  obvious  from  an  examination  of  that  case  no  such  principle 
was  decided  by  that  court  or  a  majority  of  it  There  were  two  questions 
of  fact  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  they  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants, 
and  the  court  refused  to  grant  a  new  trial. 

First.  There  is  very  little  similarity  in  the  facts  of  these  cases.  In 
Batson  agt.  Donovan,  the  plaintifis  delivered  to  the  defendants,  who  were 
common  carriers,  a  box  containing  bills,  checks  and  notes  of  the  value  of 
£4,072.  The  box  was  left  with  one  of  the  defendants,  with  no  other 
observation  than  this:  **It  is  the  box  for  New  Castle."  Nothing  was 
said  as  to  what  it  contained,  nor  did  any  of  the  defendants  know  it 
contained  articles  of  value.  It  had  on  it  a  brass  plate,  on  which  was 
inscribed,  "  Wm.  Batson  &  Co;"  it  was  locked  and  corded,  but  not  sealed. 
William  Batson  &  Co.  were  bankers  at  Berwick  and  New  Castle.  The 
coach  by  which  the  box  was  sent  arrived  at  Berwick  at  twelve  o'clock  at 
night,  and  staid  th^re  half  an  hour;  it  stood  in  the  middle  of  the  street, 
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about  thirty  yards  from  the  pavement  About  a  quarter  after  twelve,  the 
box  was  put  into  the  boot  of  the  coach,  and  a  porter  watched  the  coach, 
but  he  was  not  so  attentive  as  he  might  have  been,  and  the  box  was 
probably  stolen  from  the  boot  while  he  was  upon  the  watch,  by  some  per- 
son who  contrived  to  elude  Ids  notice.  The  defendants  had  given  notice 
that  they  would  not  be  answerable  for  parcels  above  the  value  of  five 
pounds,  unless  they  were  entered  and  paid  for  as  such.  The  plaintift  knew 
of  this  notice. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  package  was  not  money,  nor  was  it  of  the  value 
of  $20,000  and  upwards,  but  watches  and  watch-keys  of  the  value 
between  $1,400  and  $1,500,  and  it  was  testified  to,  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  that,  at  the  time  the  package  was  delivered,  the  value  of  it  was 
asked,  but  not  stated  ;  and,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  value  was 
neither  stated  nor  asked.  It  also  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  had  been 
in  the  habit  of  sending  to  the  defendant  the  same  kind  of  packages,  and 
some  of  greater  value,  and  that  the  value  was  seldom,  if  ever,  asked,  and 
that  this  package  was  delivered  in  the  usual  and  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness, without  any  knowledge  or  information  that  greater  care  would  be 
taken,  or  that  a  greater  charge  would  be  made  if  the  value  had  been 
disclosed.  Other  merchants  were  accustomed  to  deliver  valuable  pack- 
ages and  goods  of  a  similar  character  to  the  defendant  in  the  same 
manner.  The  size  of  the  parcel  in  question  was  ten  inches  in  length  and 
width,  and  five  and  three-quarter  inches  high.  It  was  wrapped  up 
in  brown  paper,  and  contained  nine  seals  of  sealing  wax,  and  each  seal  was 
about  an  inch  in  diameter,  which  bore  the  plaintiffs*  name.  The  con- 
signees were  to  pay  the  fireight  The  defendant's  receipt,  which  is  con- 
strued to  be  a  contract  between  the  parties,  states  that  the  company  are 
not  to  be  held  liable  or  responsible  for  any  loss  from  the  causes  enumerated 
therein,  unless  specially  insured  and  specified  in  the  receipt.  The  pack- 
age was  never  delivered  to  the  consignees,  who  resided  at  Memphis, 
Tenn.,  where  it  was  to  be  delivered,  but  the  package  with  the  smaller 
boxes,  which  contained  the  watches  and  watch-keys  inclosed  therein,  was, 
a  few  months  after  the  delivery  to  the  defendant,  found  at  the  coroner's 
office,  in  Brooklyn,  rifled  of  their  contents,  and  no  explanation  was  given 
of  the  loss  or  how  it  was  occasioned,  or  whether  the  defendant  ever 
undertook  to  carry  the  package  as  it  agreed  to  do.  In  Batson  agt  Donovam^^ 
the  plaintiff  was  expressly  notified  that  the  defendants  would  not  be 
answerable  for  parcels  of  the  value  above  five  pounds,  unless  they  were 
entered  and  paid  for  as  such,  and,  as  judge  Holroyd  said  (4  B.  db  Aid.  81) : 
"  That  the  carrier  had  by  this  notice  expressly  refused  to  accept  parcels  of 
value  without  being  paid  for  them  accordingly,"  while,  in  the  case  at  bar, 
the  consignees  were  to  pay  the  charges,  and  the  receipt  expressly  states 
that  the  company  will  not  be  liable  for  certain  losses  unless  the  shipper 
insures,  and,  if  the  value  is  not  stated,  he  will  not  demand  of  the  defendant 
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a  sum  exceeding  fifty  dollars  for  the  loss  or  detention  of  or  damage  to  the 
property  aforesaid.  The  losses  referred  to  in  the  receipt  the  plainttffii 
understood  meant  those  which  were  specifically  enumerated  in  the  receipt, 
and  there  was  no  act  of  the  plaintiffs  which  prevented  the  carrier  from 
exercising  due  care  against  loss. 

Second.  But  if  the  case  of  Batson  agt.  Dorwfxm  was  '*  so  like  this  in  its 
facts,"  then  the  same  rule  of  law  which  was  applied  to  that  case  should 
have  been  applied  to  this,  and  the  court  really  supposed  that  in  deter- 
mining the  question  involved  in  this  case,  it  was  deciding  it  in  conformity 
with  the  principles  laid  down  in  Baison  agt  Donovan;  but  what  this  court 
states  was  decided  as  matter  of  law  in  that  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury 
as  a  question  of  fact,  and  the  error  of  this  court  in  that  respect  is  palpable. 
The  marginal  note  to  that  case  gives  a  correct  syllabus  of  the  points 
decided,  and  the  reporters,  alter  stating  briefly  the  facts,  say :  **  At  the 
trial,  two  questions  having  been  left  to  the  jury ;  first,  whether  the 
plaintiffs  had  been  guilty  of  un&ir  concealment  by  not  informing  the 
carrier  of  •  the  nature  and  value  of  the  parcel ;  and,  secondly ,  whether 
the  carrier  had  been  guilty  of  gross  negligence;  Tield,  by  three  judges 
(Best,  J.,  dissentienU\  that  the  direction  was  right"  The  jury  rendered  a 
verdict  for  the  defendants.  The  court  was  composed  of  four  Judges, 
and,  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  judge  Best  gave  the  first  opinion,  and 
he  was  in  favor  of  granting  a  new  trial.  Judge  Holrotd  rendered  the 
next,  and  he  said  :  '*  In  this  case,  however,  the  carrier  had  by  this  notice 
expressly  refused  to  accept  parcels  of  value  without  being  paid  for  them 
accordingly."  ♦  *  »  Then  the  question  arises,  whether  there  was  a 
misdirection.  The  learned  judge  left  two  points  to  the  jury :  1st  Whether 
there  was  negligence  in  the  plaintiffs'  not  specifying  the  contents  of  the  box 
to  the  carrier ;  2d.  Whether  there  was  gross  negligence  in  the  defendants. 
With  respect  to  the  first,  I  think  it  was  the  plaintifb'  duty  to  specify  the 
contents,  and  it  was  a  fraud  and  deceit  in  law  in  not  doing  so.  Tlie 
second  question  is  whether  there  was  gross  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants.  I  think  that  question  was  properly  left  to  the  jury,  and  that 
we  cannot  say,  upon  the  evidence,  that  they  have  drawn  a  wrong  con- 
clusion.   I  think,  therefore,  the  verdict  ought  to  stand." 

Judge  Baylbt  rendered  the  next  opinion.  The  case  was  tried  before 
him,  and  while  he,  in  concluding  his  opinion,  observed  that  the  defendants 
ought  to  have  been  apprised  of  the  value  of  this  box,  and  were  not,  and 
that  the  plaintifis  were  guilty  of  misconduct  in  this  respect;  that  the 
plaintiffs'  neglect  deprived  the  defendants  of  the  compensation  they  ought 
to  have  received,  and  prevented  them  from  taking  care,  which  they  other- 
wise would  have  done,  and  that  the  value  of  the  parcel  increased  tlie 
possibility  of  loss,  he  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs'  neglect, 
under  the  droumstanees  of  (Ms  ease,  was  a  bar  to  the  action ;  but,  in  the  com- 
mencement of  his  opinion,  he  said :  '*!  left,  I  believe,  these  two  questions 
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to  the  jury:  First  Whether  the  plaintiffo  dealt  fairly  hy  the  defendants 
in  not  apprising  them  that  the  box  contained  articles  of  value ;  and, 
secondly,  whether,  in  the  case  of  a  parcqjl  of  tuch  value  as  the  defendants 
might  expect  this  to  be,  there  was  gross  negligence  in  the  defendants.  And 
unless  the  first  of  these  points^  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  deal  fairly  hy 
the  defendants,  in  omitting  to  apprise  them  of  the  value  of  the  box,  unU^  under 
the  dreumstanees  of  the  ease,  sustain  the  verdict,  I  think  there  ought  to  be  a 
new  trial." 

The  last  opinion  was  by  Abbott,  chief  justice,  who  says:  "  I  am 
of  the  opinion  that  the  case  was  properly  left  to  the  jury  by  my  learned 
brother  at  the  trial,  and  1  think  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is  warranted  by  the 
evidence.'*  And  this  learned  judge  does  not  intimate  that  the  carrier 
ought  to  have  been  apprised  of  the  value  of  the  parcel,  but  his  decision  is 
put  expressly  on  the  ground  that  the  two  questions  of  fact  were  properly 
submitted  to  the  jury.  Mr.  justice  Bbst,  also,  in  his  dissenting  opinion, 
maintains  that  the  questions  ought  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  he  was 
in  favor  of  a  new  trial,  because  the  charge  of  the  judge  might  have  misled 
them,  and  they  should  only  have  been  asked  whether  they  thought  the 
defendants  had  sufQciently  guarded  a  coach  containing  many  parcels,  each 
of  small  value,  while  it  was  left  in  the  street  at  Berwick,  and  the  jury 
should  have  had  some  explanation  of  what  is  meant  by  gross  negligence. 
It  will  be  observed  that  that  court  was  composed  of  four  judges,  and 
because  two  of  them  thought  it  was  the  plaintiffs'  duty  to  specify  the  con- 
tents of  the  parcel,  and  it  was  a  fraud  and  deceit,  on  their  part,  in  not 
doing  so,  the  court  of  appeals  seriously  contends  that  a  majority  of  that 
court  —  which  must  have  been,  of  course,  by  an  arithmetical  calculation 
—  decided  that  the  failure  of  the  shipper  to  disclose  the  value  of  the 
parcel  amounted  to  a  fraud  in  law,  which  exonerated  the  carrier  in 
case  of  loss  from  liability  arising  from  ordinary  negligCDce.  And  it 
will  be  further  observed  that  one  of  the  two  judges  —  Bayley,  J. — 
before  whom  the  cause  was  tried,  although,  on  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  he  was  of  the  opinion  the  non-disclosure  of  the  value  of  the 
parcel  was  a  fraud  and  deceit  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  still,  he  left 
the  question  as  one  of  fact  for  the  jury  to  determine,  adding  that,  unless 
that  point,  "  the  plaintiff  did  not  deal  fairly  by  the  defendants,  in  omit- 
ting to  apprise  them  of  the  value  of  the  box,  will,  under  the  circumstances 
of  this  case,  sustain  the  verdict,  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial" 

I.  But  undue  importance  has  been  attached  to  the  case  of  Batson  agt. 
Donovan,  and,  had  it  not  been  for  the  very  large  sum  of  money  involved, 
it  would  not  have  commanded  the  consideration  which  it  received  from 
the  court.  And  the  great  amount  for  which  the  defendants  were  sought 
to  be  made  liable  evidently  controlled  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  and  had  its 
influence  on  two  members  of  the  court.  Most  of  the  observations  made 
by  the  judges  were  mere  dicta,  as  the  case  had  been  submitted  to  the  jury 
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on  the  two  questions  involved,  and  they  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants, 
and  the  court  refused  to  grant  a  new  trial. 

n.  There  is  one  point  in  Bais^n  agt.  Donovan  on  which  three  judges  out 
of  four  of  that  court  seem,  at  least,  to  agree,  and  that  is,  that  the  facts  as 
developed  on  the  trial  of  that  case  were  sufficient  to  submit  to  the  jury  the 
question  whether  the  defei^dants  had  been  guilty  of  gross  n^ligence. 
Judge  Best  was  of  that  opinion,  although  he  thought  that  the  jury  should 
have  had  some  explanation  of  what  constituted  gross  negligence.  Judge 
HoLROTD  considered  that  the  question  of  gross  negligence,  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants,  was  properly  left  to  the  jury.  Chief  justice  Abbott  was 
also  of  the  same  opinion,  and  although  judge  Batlbt  thought  that  the  fact 
of  the  plaintiffs*  not  disclosing  the  value  of  the  parcel,  was  guilty  of  a  fraud, 
which  was  a  bar  to  the  action;  still,  in  the  same  opinion,  he  says:  **  I  left, I 
believe,  these  two  questions  to  the  jury,  whether  the  plaintiif s  dealt  fairly 
by  the  defendants  in  not  apprising  them  that  the  box  contained  articles  of 
value;  and,  secondly,  whether,  in  the  case  of  a  parcel  of  such  value  as  the 
defendants  might  fairly  expect  this  to  be,  there  was  gross  negligence  in  the 
defendants;  and  I  rather  think  I  left  those  questions  in  such  a  way  that 
unless  the  jury  were  with  the  defendants  on  both,  they  should  find  for 
the  plaintiffs;  but  I  am  not  confident  upon  that  point.  And  unless  the 
first  of  these  points,  that  the  plaintifib  did  not  act  fairly  by  the  defend- 
ants in  omitting  to  apprise  them  of  the  value  of  the  box,  will,  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case,  sustain  the  verdict,  I  think  there  ought  to  bo 
a  new  trial.**  Can  there  be  a  doubt  that  if  the  jury  had  found  that  there 
was  gross  negligence  in  the  defendants,  that  the  plaintiffis  would  have 
failed  in  that  case  ?  There  is  not  a  case  to  be  found  in  the  books  where 
the  facts  are  of  a  similar  character,  and  gross  negligence  was  found  against 
the  carrier,  that  he  was  ever  protected  by  his  notice.  It  was  one  of 
the  controlling  facts  in  the  case  of  Batson  agt  Donovan^  and,  if  it  were  not, 
why  was  it  submitted  to  the  jury  ?  And  if,  as  the  court  of  appeals  says, 
**the  case  is  so  like  this  in  its  facts,*'  why  did  the  court  reverse  the 
judgment?  True,  it  might  have  said  that  negligence  and  not  gross 
negligence  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  and,  therefore,  it  differed  from 
Baisan  agt.  Donovan,  but  it  does  not  base  its  decision  upon  any  such 
ground.  Besides,  the  fact  of  fraud,  deceit  or  intentional  concealment,  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  should  have  been  alleged  in  the  defendants* 
answer,  and  it  was  not  (tee  Westcott  agt  Fa/rgOy  eommistion  cf  appeals  M8S.\ 
and  facts  proved,  but  not  pleaded,  are  not  available  to  the  party  proving 
them(6iV:  F.  iJ.,  179). 

in.  The  court  of  appeals  also  observes,  as  to  the  case  of  BaUon  agt 
Donovan,  that  it  has  dwelt  upon  the  case  cited  as  it  was  much  considered 
by  the  court ;  for  the  dissent  was  intelligent,  vigorous  and  persistent,  and 
the  judgment  not  carelessly  arrived  at,  and  it  has  been  often  cited  at  the 
bar  and  from  the  bench,  acquiesced  in  by  courts  and  text  writers,  some- 
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times  with  and  sometimes  without  hesitation,  and  seems  never  to  have 
been  reversed  or  overruled."  It  would  be  very  interesting  to  learn  what 
courts  and  text  writers  have  acquiesced  in  that  decision  aomeUmes  tnth  and 
aametimes  without  hesitation.  From  all  the  information  that  can  be  derived 
from  the  works  of  elementary  writers,  the  decision  in  that  case  seems  to  be 
generally  understood,  and  their  understanding  of  it  is  opposed  to  that  of  this 
court.  Bdwa/rda  on  Bailments  (p.  471),  says:  *'  If  there  had  been  an  unfair 
concealment,  tending  to  throw  the  carrier  off  from  his  guard  in  the  safe 
keeping  of  the  goods,  he  is  not  chargeable."  In  an  English  case  (referring 
to  Batson  agt.  Donovan^  4  Bam,  dh  Ald.^  21),  *4t  was  left  to  the  jury  as  a 
question  of  fact,"  and  Story  on  Bailments  {see.  570),  and  Kenfs  Commentaries 
(2  vol,,  p,  607)  express  similar  views.  These  may^be  considered  text 
writers,  but  they  cannot  possibly  be  those  referred  to  by  the  court  of 
appeals.  The  court  is  equally  unfortunate  as  to  the  dissent  being  intelli- 
gent, vigorous  and  persistent,  except  in  the  sole  dissenting  opinion  of 
judge  Best,  and  he  afterward  acquiesced  in  the  decision  of  Batson  agt. 
Donovan,  in  deciding  the  case  of  R^  agt  Ebrne  (5  Bing.  B.,p,  217), 
which,  subsequently,  came  before  him.  Judge  Best  afterward  became 
chief  justice  of  the  common  pleas,  a  court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction  with 
the  courts  of  king's  bench  and  exchequer.  And  where  appeals  were 
taken  from  the  king's  bench,  they  were  reviewed  by  the  judges  of  the 
exchequer  and  common  pleas,  and  the  decisions  of  each  of  those  courts 
were  reviewed  by  the  two  others.  In  1828,  eight  years  after  Batson  agt. 
Donovan  was  decided,  chief  justice  Best,  in  RUey  agt  Home  (5  Bing.,  217), 
said:  ''That  I  might  conform  to  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court 
in  Batson  agt.  Donovan,  I  asked  the  jury  whether  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff 
had  been  guilty  of  any  negligence,  or  failed  in  his  duty  to  the  carriers. 
They  answered  in  the  negative,  and  I  think  their  answer  was  the  proper 
one.  As  the  carrier  took  the  parcel  without  requiring  to  know  its  value, 
and  without  insisting  that  it  should  be  entered  and  paid  for  according  to 
its  value,  he  took  it  without  any  limitation  of  his  common-law  liability, 
and  must  be  answerable  for  its  loss  "  {S.  C,  15  E,  C.  L.  R,,  422).  Surely, 
chief  justice  Best  must  have  known  what  was  decided  by  the  court  in 
Batson  agt.  Donovan,  as  he  was  one  of  its  judges  at  the  time,  and  wrote  the 
dissenting  opinion  in  that  case,  and  he  does  not  suggest  that  that  case 
decided  the  failure,  on  the  part  of  the  shipper,  to  disclose  the  value  was  a 
fraud  in  law,  but  expressly  states,  as  the  case  itself  shows,  that  it  was  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  And,  notwithstanding  the  foregoing 
decision,  this  court  says:  "Seven  years  afterward,  the  dissenting  judge 
(judge  Best)  still  kept  up  and  expressed  his  dissent  (Brooke  agt  Pickmck 
(4  Bing.,  218),  from  which  it  appears  that  the  adjudication  remained 
unchanged."  Of  course,  it  remained  unchanged,  and  never  had  been 
reversed  or  overruled  ;  nor  is  the  opinion  of  chief  justice  Best,  in  the  case 
of  Brooke  agt  Pickwiek,  susceptible  of  the  criticism  the  court  of  appeals  has 
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given  it.  The  following  cases  were  decided  after  Batsan  agt  Donovan^  and 
whenever  the  question  of  concealment  of  value  arises,  they  hold  that  it  is  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  And  why  not  ?  For  how  can  the  court 
hold,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  carrier  was  prevented  by  the  acts  of  the 
shipper  from  exercising  due  care  against  loss;  and,  more  especially,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  showing  any  intention  to  defraud  the  carrier  by  conceal- 
ing its  value  ?  Those  cases  are  in  perfect  harmony  with  BaUcm  agt. 
Donovan^  and  directly  at  variance  with  the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals 
in  this  case  (1821,  QameU  agt.  WGlan,  5  J?.  <fc  Aid.,  68  ;  1822,  Bleat  agt. 
Fogg,  id,,  842;  1S27,  Duff  agt.  Btidd,  8  Bro.  d  B.,  117;  1827,  X^wd  agt 
Booth,  18  Price  Ex.,  327;  1827,  Brooke  agt.  Pickwick,  4  Bing.,  218;  1828, 
Bradley  agt  Waterhouse,  S  C.  db  P.,  818 ;  1828,  BOey  agt  Home,  5  Birig., 
218;  1828,  Langley  agt.  Broixm,  1  Moixre  <fc  P.,  588 ;  1841,  Wyld  agt  Pickford, 
^Mees.  d  TT.,  443). 

IV.  There  was  no  concealment,  in  fact,  of  the  value  of  the  box  in 
question,  nor  any  motive  to  conceal,  as  the  freight  was  to  be  paid  by  the 
consignees,  and  it  was  delivered,  as  others  had  been,  in  the  usual  and 
ordinary  course  of  the  plaintiff 's  business ;  but  it  is  not  every  intentional 
concealment  of  value  that  exonerates  the  carriers  from  liability  in  case  of 
loss.  Thus,  in  J^eat  agt.  Fogg  (5  Bam,  dh  Aid. ,  842),  it  was  held  that  a 
parcel  containing  country  bankers*  notes,  of  the  value  of  £1,300,  and 
addressed  to  th^ir  clerk,  in  order  to  conceal  the  nature  of  Us  contents,  was 
delivered  to  the  carrier  without  ^Dy  notice  of  its  value,  to  be  carried 
by  the  mail  coach,  and  was  accepted  by  him  to  be  so  carried.  The  parcel 
was  sent  by  a  different  coach,  and  was  lost  The  carriers  had  previously 
given  notice  that  they  would  not  be  answerable  for  any  parcel  above  five 
pounds  in  value  if  lost  or  damaged,  unless  an  insurance  was  paid.  No 
insurance  having  been  paid  in  this  case,  held,  notwithstanding,  the  carrier 
was  responsible  for  the  loss.  This  case  was  decided  subsequently  to 
Batsan  agt.  Donovan  and  by  the  same  court. 

Bradley  agt.  Waterhouse  (3  C.  db  P.,  818).  This  case  was  tried  in  1828, 
seven  years  after  Batson  agt.  Donovan,  before  lord  Tenterden,  then 
chief  justice  of  the  king's  bench,  the  same  court  in  which  Batson  agt 
Donovan  was  decided,  and  in  that  case  a  parcel  containing  two  hundrod 
sovereigns,  inclosed  in  six  pounds  of  tea,  was  sent  by  coach  and  paid  for  as 
ordinary  value,  both  the  parties  sending  and  the  owners  of  the  parcel  being 
aware  of  the  notice  of  the  coach  proprietors  limiting  their  responsibility  to 
five  pounds;  the  parcel  was  stolen  while  it  was  standing  in  the  street  In  an 
action  to  recover  the  value  the  chief  justice  left  it  to  the  jury,  after  stat- 
ing these  facts  in  these  words:  "  The  question  comes  to  this:  Has  this 
been  a  case  of  gross  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  or  has  the 
loss  been  brought  on  by  the  plaintiff's  own  conduct  in  sending  valuable 
articles  under  a  slight  disguise  ? "  The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for 
the    defendants;    but   the    question,    notwithstanding    the    intentional 
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concealment  of  the  value  of  the  parcel,  was  left  to  the  Jury  to  deter- 
mine. 

y.  In  Wi/ld  agt  Piekford  (8  Mees,  db  W.,  448),  decided  in  the  court  of 
exchequer,  in  1841,  the  whole  subject  was  elaborately  examined,  and  the 
court,  after  reviewing  Batson  agt.  Donovan  and  kindred  cases,  came  to 
this  conclusion;  **  The  weight  of  authority  seems  to  be  in  favor  of  the 
doctrine,  that  in  order  to  render  a  carrier  liable  after  such  notice,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  prove  a  total  abandonment  of  that  character,  or  an  act 
of  willful  misconduct,  but  that  it  is  enough  to  prove  an  act  of  ordinary 
negligence  —  gross  negligence — in  the  sense  in  which  it  has  been  under- 
stood in  the  last  mentioned  cases." 

Third.  It  will  be  observed,  that  the  facts  in  this  case  differ  materially 
from  that  of  BaUon  agt  Donovan,  in  all  its  prominent  features.  The 
package  in  question  was  not  money,  but  contained  watches  and  keys  of 
the  value,  between  $1,400  and  $1,500«  while  the  box  in  the  case  of  Batson 
agt.  Donovan,  was  the  value  of  $20,000  in  gold,  consisting  of  checks,  bills, 
&c.  In  that  case,  Batlet,  J.,  said  (p.  36):  **  In  the  case  of  a  box  or  parcel 
known  to  be  of  great  value,  the  proprietors  may  take  the  extraordinary 
care  of  putting  it  into  the  personal  charge  of  a  coachman  or  guard,  or 
even  of  sending  a  special  messenger  with  it,  or  going  with  it  themselves.** 
In  the  case  at  bar  the  defendant  in  his  answer  alleges,  **  that  if  the  value 
of  the  said  package  had  been  disclosed  to  him  to  be  as  in  said  complaint 
alleged,  the  charges  thereon  would  have  been  at  least  seven  dollars  and 
fifty  cents,"  but  the  charges  were  to  be  collected  of  the  consignees,  and 
there  is  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  defendant  ever  attempted 
to  carry  the  box;  and,  neither  the  notice  or  receipt,  nor  the  defendant's 
answer,  state  that  greater  care  would  be  taken  if  the  value  of  the  con- 
tents of  the  parcel  had  been  disclosed ;  and  the  losses  referred  to  in  the 
receipt  were  understood  by  the  plaintiffs  to  mean  those  enumerated  therein 
and  against  which  they  might  insure;  and  there  is  no  pretense  that  the 
loss  arose  from  any  of  those  causes.  In  the  case  of  BaUon  agt.  Donovan, 
the  notice  was  clear  and  explicit,  that  the  defendants  would  not  be 
answerable  for  parcels  above  five  pounds  unless  they  were  entered  and 
paid  for  as  such"  (4  B.  d  Aid.  p.  29, 84)  and  therefore  there  was  a  clear  misap- 
prehension of  the  facts  as  well  as  a  misinterpretation  of  the  law  as  laid  down 
in  the  case  of  Batson  agt  Donovan,  and  instead  of  following  the  decision 
in  that  case,  as  the  court  of  appeals  supposed  it  did,  it  not  only  ran 
counter  to  it,  but  to  a  long  series  of  adjudications  which  succeeded  it 
And  where  is  the  remedy  ?  If  a  motion  for  a  reargument  were  made,  it 
would  be  met  by  the  decision  of  this  court  in  Terry  agt  Wait  (56  N.  T. 
R.,  94),  where  such  a  motion  was  made,  in  which  the  court  said:  '*  Counsel 
are  very  apt  to  fall  into  the  error  of  supposing  that  every  point  and 
suggestion  in  the  cases  which  they  argue  is  overlooked  by  the  court  when 
not  specifically  discussed  and  answered  in  a  written  opinion,  and  this 
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error  has  in  several  instances  lead  to  applications  like  the  present  They 
should  reflect,  that  before  a  case  is  decided,  the  court  is  in  the  habit  of 
deliberately  considering  it  in  all  its  bearings,  and  that,  when  sanctioning 
a  former  decision,  the  mere  omission  to  notice  and  discuss  in  the  opinion 
supposed  distinctions,  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  the  supposition  that  they 
have  escaped  observation.''  There  is,  in  view  of  the  decision  in  the  case 
in  question,  a  bit  of  irony  or  grim  humor  in  the  above  utterance  of  the 
court,  which  would  have  provoked  a  smile  from  Heraditus  himself.    S. 
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NEW  YORK  SUPREME  COURT. 
John  Sullivan  agt  Joseph  Husbon,  impleaded. 

Demurrer — defendants  sued  in  thevr  official  capacity  — jurisdicUan — mi^ain- 

der  qf  pa/rties. 

An  action  can  be  sustained  against  defendants  as  commissioners,  without 
their  names  as  indiyiduals  being  mentioned  in  the  title  of  the  cause, 
but  it  is  not  necessary  to  add  in  the  title  the  official  designation  to  the 
individual  name,  when  it  sufficiently  appears  in  the  body  of  the  com- 
plaint that  they  are  sought  to  be  charged  in  their  representative  capacity. 

Where  the  defendants  are  sued  as  public  officers,  and  it  appears  upon  the 
trial  that  no  part  of  th6  cause  of  action  arose  in  their  county,  the  action 
must  be  discontinued,  but  this  forms  no  ground  of  demurrer. 

Where  it  appears  that  the  defendants  are  clearly  the  contracting  parties 
to  whom  the  plaint!^  can  only  look  for  compensation,  there  is  no  mis- 
joinder of  parties  defendant 

Special  Term,  February  1874. 

Van  Brunt,  J, — The  complaint  in  this  action  is  demurred 
to  upon  three  grounds,  viz. :  1st.  That  the  court  has  no 
.  jurisdiction.  2d.  That  there  is  a  defect  of  parties  defend- 
ant. 3d.  That  the  complaint  does  not  state  fS^ts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

As  to  the  last  ground,  the  only  argument  used,  is,  that  the 
defendants  are  sued  as  individuals,  and  no  cause  of  action  is 
shown  against  them  as  such.  It  seems  to  me,  that  from  an 
examination  of  the  complaint,  it  appears  that  they  are  not 
sued  as  individuals,  but  as  commissioners^  under  the  act  of 
April  12,  1867,  referred  to  in  the  complaint.  The  author- 
ities cited  show  that  the  suit  could  not  be  maintained  against 
the  defendants  as  commissioners,  without  their  names  as 
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individuals  being  mentioned  in  the  title  of  the  caase,  but 
no  case  has  been  cited  showing  that  it  is  necessary  to  add 
in  the  title  the  official  designation  to  the  individual  name, 
when  it  sufficiently  appears  in  the  body  of  the  complaint 
that  they  are  sought  to  be  charged  in  their  representative 
capacity. 

It  is  true,  that  the  defendants,  being  sued  in  their  repre- 
sentative capacity,  are  sued  as  public  officers,  and  if  it  appear 
upon  the  trial  that  no  part  of  the  cause  of  action  arose  in 
this  county,  the  action  must  be  discontinued  {Edmonds^ 
Revised  Statutes^  vol.  2,  p,  426,  sec.  3).  Yet  this  forms  no 
ground  of  demurrer.  There  is  no  misjoinder  of  parties 
defendant.  The  defendants  are  clearly  contracting  parties, 
and  the  only  persons  to  whom  the  plaintiff  can  look  for  com- 
pensation, and  if  a  judgment  is  obtained  against  them,  unless 
they  have  exceeded  their  powers,  they -can  by  mandamus, 
compel  the  supervisors  of  each  of  the  towns  mentioned  in 
the  act,  either  to  pay  the  money  needed  or  to  deliver  the 
bonds  mentioned  in  the  act.  .  The  demurrer  must  be  over- 
ruled, with  liberty  to  the  defendants  to  withdraw  the  demur- 
rer and  answer  on  payment  of  costs. 
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NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Denmark  P.  Oollins  and  another  agt.  G-eobge  F.  Dbbw 
and  LouiB  Buoki,  appellants,  Impleaded  with  the  Oobanio 
Stbah  Navigation  Company  and  others,  respondents. 

Mechanic's  Uen — for  work  and  materiais  fumMed  on  piers,  dhc.  —  Umeof 

filing, 

'  A  mechanic's  notice  of  lien  for  work  done  or  materials  famished  for 
•    structures  on  piers  and  bulk-heads  in  the  city  of  New  York,  must  be 
filed  within  thirty  days  from  the  time  the  work  is  finished  or  materials 
furnished,  as  provided  by  the  act  of  1872. 

General  Term^  December^  1875. 

Before  Daly,  C.  t/.,  Lobw  cmd  J.  F.  Daly,  J  J. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  on  the  report  of  the 
Hon.  J.  S.  Bosworth,  referee. 

J,  H,  <&  B.  F.  Watsonj  for  appellants  Drew  and  Bucki. 

Tunis  O.  Bergen^  Jr.,  for  respondent  Sonth  Brooklyn  Saw 
Mill  Company. 

Hugh  Porter^  for  respondent  Davis. 

Robert  W.  Todd,  for  respondents  CoUignon. 

LoBW,  J.  —  This  action  was  brought  to  foreclose  a 
mechanic's  lien  filed  by  the  plaintiffi  against  piers  Nos.  51 
and  52  North  river,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  belonging  to 
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the  Oceanic  Steam  Navigation  Company,  for  materials  fur- 
nished toward  constructing  or  repairing  the  said  piers  and  the 
structures  connected  therewith,  in  pursuance  of  a  contract 
made  by  the  said  steamship  company  with  one  William  H. 
Wood,  as  contractor.  The  defendants  Drew  and  Bucki  also 
furnished  materials,  amounting  to  $2,295.93,  toward  erecting, 
or  altering,  the  sheds  or  structures  upon  said  piers,  pursuant 
to  said  contract,  for  which  they  claimed  to  have  a  lien  upon 
the  said  premises.  The  defendant  the  Oceanic  Steam  .Navi- 
gation Company  acknowledged,  and  the  referee  reported,  that 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action  there  was  a 
balance  of  $5,609.58  due  and  owing  from  the  said  owner,  the 
Oceanic  Navigation  Company,  to  Wood,  the  contractor,  for 
the  work  and  labor  performed  and  materials  furnished  under 
said  contract  He  further  reported,  that  out  of  the  said  fund, 
or  indebtedness,  the  plaintiffs  and  several  of  the  defendants 
be  paid  the  amounts  of  their  respective  liens,  with  costs,  in 
accordance  with  their  rights  and  priorities  under  the  lien  act. 
But  he  held  that  the  defendants  Drew  and  Bucki  had  no 
claim  upon,  and  were  not  entitled  to,  any  part  of  said  fund, 
on  the  ground  that  they  had  never  acquired  a  valid  lien, 
because  their  lien  notices  were  not  filed  within  the  statutory 
time  allowed  for  that  purpose.  From  the  judgment  entered 
up  in  accordance  with  the  referee's  report,  the  defendants 
Drew  and  Bucki  brought  this  appeal. 

Section  1  of  the  mechanics'  lien  act  of  1863  {Laws  of 
1863,  chop,  500)  provides  that  a  person  performing  labor  or 
furnishing  materials  toward  erecting,  altering  or  repairing 
any  building  in  the  city  of  New  York,  in  pursuance  of  a  con- 
tract with,  or  employment  by,  the  owner  thereof,  shall,  on 
complying  with  the  sixth  section  of  said  act,  have  a  lien  upon 
such  building  and  the  lot  on  which  the  same  shall  stand,  to 
the  full  value  of  his  claim  or  demand.  The  sixth  section 
declares  that  the  notice  of  lien  may  be  filed  at  any  time 
before  the  whole  work  is  completed,  and  within  three  months 
after  the  work  is  done  or  materials  furnished,  for  which  a  lien 
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is  sought.  By  section  1,  chapter  669,  of  the  Laws  of  1872,  it 
was  enacted  as  follows :  "  All  the  provisions  of  the  laws  relat- 
ing to  mechanics'  liens  heretofore  passed  shall  apply  to 
wharves,  piers,  bulk-heads  and  bridges,  and  materials  fiir- 
nished  therefor,  and  labor  performed  in  constructing  said 
wharves,  piers,  bulk-heads  and  bridges,  and  other  structures 
connected  therewith,  and  the  time  within  which  said  liens 
may  be  filed  shall  be  thirty  days  from  the  time  when  the 
last  work  shall  have  been  performed  on  said  wharves,  piers, 
bulk-heads  and  bridges,  and  structures  connected  therewith, 
or  the  time  from  which  said  materials  shall  have  been 
delivered." 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  act  of  1872  extends  the  bene- 
fits of  the  lien  law  of  1863  to  new  property,  but  limits  the 
time  within  which  the  notice  of  lien  must  be  filed  to  thirty 
days  after  the  last  work  has  been  performed  or  materials  fur- 
nished, instead  of  three  months. 

It  is  claimed,  however,  on  the  part  of  the  appellants  in  this 
case,  that  inasmuch  as  the  structures  or  sheds,  toward  the 
erection  of  which  they  furnished  materials,  may  properly  be 
called  "  buildings,"  they  had,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1863,  three  months  within  which  to  file  their  notice  of 
lien,  and  that  the  words  "  structures  connected  therewith,"  in 
the  act  of  1872,  should  be  construed  to  mean  only  appendages 
to  a  pier  or  wharf,  such  as  stairs,  gangway,  &c. 

To  this  construction  I  cannot  give  my  assent.  The  term 
"  structure  "  unquestionably  includes  or  comprehends  a  build- 
ing. The  legislature  must,  therefore,  I  think,  be  deemed  to 
have  regarded  work  performed  or  materials  furnished  in 
erecting,  altering  or  repairing  structures  or  buildings  con- 
nected with  piers,  wharves  and  bulk-heads  as  not  coming 
within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1863,  as  originally  enacted, 
whatever  construction  might  have  been  given  to  said  act  by 
the  courts,  if  the  act  of  1872  had  not  been  passed.  But 
whether  this  or  some  other  reason  influenced  the  law-makers, 
it  seems  clear  to  me  that  the  act  of  1872  must  be  held  to  have 
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amended  the  act  of  1863  as  regards  the  time  within  which 
liens  npon  buildings  of  that  description  may  be  obtained. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  sheds,  or  structures,  toward  the  erec- 
tion of  which  the  appellants  furnished  materials,  were  built 
wholly  upon  the  piers  and  were  to  be  used  as  offices  for  the 
employes  of  the  company.  If,  therefore,  the  views  of  the 
appellants'  counsel  were  correct,  it  would  necessarily  follow 
that  the  persons. who  performed  labor  or  furnished  materials 
in  making  the  alterations  and  repairs  on  the  piers,  were 
bound  to  file  their  notices  of  liens  within  thirty  days;  while 
those  who  like  the  appellants  at  the  same  time  performed 
labor  or  furnished  material  toward  erecting  or  altering  the 
buildings  or  structures  thereon,  and  immediately  connected 
therewith,  would  have  three  months  within  which  to  file 
their  lien  notices.  I  am  persuaded  that  such  was  not  the 
intention  of  the  legislature,  and  I  think  the  act  of  1872 
should  not  be  so  construed. 

It  follows  that  the  appellants,  by  reason  ^  not  having  filed 
their  notice  of  lien  within  the  thirty  days  prescribed  by  the 
last  mentioned  act,  never  acquired  a  valid  and  subsisting  lien, 
and  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed, 
with  costs. 

Daly,  Ch.  J.,  and  J.  F.  Daly,  J.,  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  Tokk  agt.  Thomas  C. 
Fields,  impleaded  with  The  Mayor,  Aldbbmen  and  Com- 
monalty OF  THE  City  of  New  York. 

WJien  actum  by  people  may  he  sttstamed  for  benefit  of  a  municipal  eorporch 
Hon — amendm.ent  of  complaint^  tohenaUowed, 

The  complaint,  which  sets  out  the  facts  in  detail,  in  this  action,  shows  that 
the  action  is  brought  to  recover  from  the  defendant  Thomas  C.  Fields 
$459,977.79,  which  was  illegally  paid  to  him  by  the  corporation  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  the  other  defendant,  who,  with  notice  and  full  knowl- 
edge acquiesced  in  the  fraudulent  receipt  and  misapplication  of  such 
moneys  by  Fields — the  defendant  Fields  claiming  to  have  received 
such  moneys  as  assignee  of  a  number  of  firemen  of  the  city  of  New 
York.  The  prayer  for  relief  asked  a  judgment  against  the  defendant 
Fields,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  for  the  sum  of  money  above  mentioned, 
with  interest  and  costs.    The  defendant  corporation  did  not  answer. 

On  the  first  trial  the  court  of  appeals  held  that  the  plaintififk  were  not 
entitled  to  a  judgment  in  their  favor  for  the  money  illegally  and  fraudu- 
lently taken  from  the  city  of  New  York.  They  sought  a  legal  judgment, 
founded  upon  a  supposed  legal  and  technical  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to 
the  money,  in  their  own  right,  when  it  appeared  that,  in  fact,  it  belonged 
to  the  city  of  New  York. 

On  the  present,  second  trial,  the  plaintiffs  ask  the  court  for  leave  to  amend 
the  prayer  of  the  complaint  so  that  it  shall  demand  to  recover  the  judg- 
ment therein  prayed  for,  for  the  benefit  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and 
that  the  recovery  and  judgment  shall  show  that  the  mone3r8  awarded 
thereby  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  Fields  to  the  plaintiffs  shall  be  so 
paid  to  the  latter  as  the  trustees  of  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant 
the  city  of  New  York. 

Heldj  that  the  action  can  be  maintained  under  the  amendment  asked,  and, 
also,  by  force  of  the  statute  of  1875  authorizing  the  people  to  bring 
actions  in  certain  cases. 

ffeldy  also,  that  it  is  proper,  even  at  this  late  stage  of  the  cause,  to  allow 
the  amendment  asked  for  (Code,  %  178). 
Vol.  L  61 
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The  amendment  allowed  on  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  defendant  Fields 
up  to  the  present  trial;  such  costs,  however,  shall  be  a  credit  and  allow- 
ance upon  the  recovery  in  this  action. 

Albany  Circuity  October^  1875. 

Trial  hy  court  without  a  jury. 

Charles  0^  Conor  <&  Wheder  H.  Peckham^  for  plain tiflfe. 

William  A.  Beach,  for  defendant  Fields. 

Westbbook,  e/.  —  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  moneys 
which,  as  is  alleged,  were  illegally  and  without  authority  of 
law  paid  to  the  defendant  Fields,  by  the  corporation  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  through  its  chamberlain,  upon  the  check 
of  its  comptroller,  Eichard  B.  Connolly,  countersigned  by 
its  mayor,  A.  Oakey  Hall,  dated  June  3,  1870. 

It  will  be  unnecessary,  in  this  opinion,  to  recite  in  detail 
the  facts  upon  which  the  claim  is  founded,  and  it  is  only 
necessary  to  state  that  the  defendant  Fields  received  the 
money  ($459,977.79)  as  assignee  of  a  number  of  firemen  ot 
the  city  of  New  York,  who  insisted  that  under  certain  acts 
of  the  legislature  of  this  State  they  were  entitled  to  be  paid 
for  their  services  as  such.  The  cause  has  once  before  be^ 
tried,  and  resulted  in  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiffs,  which  was 
not  sustained  by  the  court  of  appeals.  The  report  of  the 
case  in  that  court  (58  iV^.  Y.,  491)  shows,  that  the  court  held 
that  this  money  was  received  by  Fields,  and  paid  to  him 
without  authority  of  law,  and  that  a  cause  of  action  rested 
"  somewhere  "  against  Fields  to  recover  the  sum  so  illegally 
paid  (See  opinion  of  Folgeb,  J.,  pages  497  to  506,  hoih 
induai/oe). 

The  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York  was  made  a 
defendant  in  the  action.  It  originally  answered,  but  before 
the  first  trial  of  the  cause,  the  answer  was  withdrawn,  and  it 
now  makes  no  defense.  The  efiect  of  such  withdrawal  of 
the  answer  upon  the  suit,  especially  in  view  of  the  allegations 
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of  the  complaint,  "  that  ever  since  the  last  mentioned  fraud- 
ulent payment  to  the  said  Thomas  C.  Fields,  the  mayor, 
aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  all 
their  several  oflBcers,  if  any,  who  might  or  could  exercise  any 
power  or  authority  in  the  premises,  and  the  board  of  supervi- 
sors of  the  county  of  New  York,  and  all  their  several  officers, 
if  any,  who  might  or  could  exercise  any  power  or  authority 
in  the  premises,  have  with  notice  and  full  knowledge  of  such 
payment,  and  of  its  fraudulent  nature,  acquiesced,  and  still 
do  acquiesce,  in  such  fraudulent  misapplication  of  the  said 
moneys,  and  at  all  times  since  such  application  were  and 
still  ai-e  colluding  and  conniving  with  the  said  Thomas  C. 
Fields,  in  the  fraud  aforesaid,  and  in  protecting  him  from 
responsibility  for  the  same  by  any  judicial  means  or  remedies," 
was  also  considered  and  adjudicated  in  the  court  of  appeals. 
It  was  there  decided  {see  opinion  aforesaid^  po^^^t  508,  509) 
that,  as  the  city  had  withdrawn  its  answer,  the  aviDrments  of 
the  complaint  we  have  quoted,  even  though  denied  by  Fields, 
must,  for  all  purposes  of  this  action,  be  taken  as  true.  That  the 
admission  thus  made  (to  use  the  language  of  judge  Folger,  on 
page  509)  "  binds  all  parties  to  the  action ;  the  party  defend- 
ant who  has  admitted,  and  also  the  party  co-defendant, 
because  it  takes  from  him  the  opportunity  of  saying  that  if 
recovery  is  had  in  this  action  against  him,  he  is  still  liable 
to  his  now  co-defendant  in  another  action  for  the  same  cause," 
When  the  cause  was  presented  to  the  court  of  appeals,  it 
rested  upon  a  complaint,  which,  in  its  prayer  for  relief, 
asked  a  judgment  against  the  defendant  Fields,  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiffe,  for  $459,977.79,  with  interest  from  June  3d, 
1870,  with  costs  of  suit.  No  recovery,  judging  from  the 
relief  asked,  was  sought,  which  would  enure  to  the  benefit  of 
the  municipal  corporation,  the  money  of  which  had  been 
wrongfully  taken ;  and  the  judgment  actually  rendered  and 
taken  awarded  the  recovery  to  the  plaintiffi,  uncharged  with 
any  trust  or  duty  in  regard  thereto  to  the  party  to  whom  it 
rightfully  belonged.     Upon  the  present  trial  —  as  all  the  facts 
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necessary  to  a  proper  adjadication  of  the  cause  are  set  out  in 
the  complaint  —  the  plaintiflFs  ask  that  the  prayer  for  relief 
therein  may  be  so  amended  that  they  shall  demand  to  recover 
the  judgment  therein  prayed  for  for  the  benefit  of  the  city,  and 
that  the  recovery  and  judgment  shall  show  that  the  moneys 
awarded  thereby,  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  Fields  to  the 
plaintiffs,  shall  be  so  paid  to  the  latter  as  the  trustees  of,  and 
for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant,  "  the  mayor,  aldermen  and 
commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York."  This  new  position 
of  the  plaintiffs  involves  two  questions :  First.  Could  the 
action  in  such  new  form  be  maintained  ?  And,  Second.  Would 
it  be  proper  at  this  late  stage  of  the  cause  to  allow  the 
amendment  asked  for  ?  These  questions  will  be  answered 
in  the  order  in  which  they  have  been  stated. 

It  was  claimed  during  the  trial  of  this  action,  and  more 
especially  upon  the  argument  thereof,  by  the  counsel  of  Mr. 
Fields,  that  the  court  of  appeals  had  decided  in  this  cause, 
and  also  in  that  against  Ingersoll  (58  N'.  y.,  1),  that  no  such 
action,  even  in  the  proposed  amended  form,  could  be  main- 
tained by  the  present  plaintiffs.  If  that  court  has  so  held, 
the  discussion  must  end.  It  certainly  is  my  duty,  as  well  as 
my  pleasure,  to  follow  the  court  of  dernier  resort ;  and  it 
will  be  followed,  too,  without  resorting  to  any  quibble  what- 
soever, to  avoid  its  plain  and  manifest  holding.  Has  that 
court  held  as  the  counsel  for  Mr.  Fields  claims  ? 

In  the  case  of  The  People  agt.  IngersoU  (58  N.  Y.^page  1) 
the  city  of  New  York  was  not  a  defendant,  neither  was  the 
point  now  made  involved.  A  reference  to  page  13  of  the 
volume  containing  the  report,  will  show  that  judge  Allen 
starts  the  discussion  of  the  main  question  in  that  cause  by 
showing  that  the  people  sought  to  maintain  that  action  upon 
the  ground  that  "  the  state  owned  "  the  money  sought  to  be 
recovered  therein.  This  point  is  established  by  reference  to 
the  brief  of  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs ;  wherein  and 
whereby  it  was  distinctly  claimed  and  urged,  that  the  money 
could  be  recovered  because  "  the  state  owned  it,"  and  with 
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equal  distinctneBS  conceded  that  fiie  action  coald  only  <<  be 
maintained  by  the  party  who  is  regarded  as  the  tecAnioal 
owner  of  the  money ;  and  the  party  so  regarded,  in  the  law, 
is  the  party  to  maintain  the  action."  It  is  evident,  then, 
from  the  absence  of  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York 
as  a  party  defendant  to  that  action,  and  the  claim  made  to 
the  court  in  its  support,  that  no  such  questions  as  this  cause, 
by  the  amendment  to  the  complaint  and  the  proposed  judg- 
ment, involves  were  presented  or  discussed.  All  discussion, 
however,  upon  the  question,  that  the  Ingersoll  case  decides 
the  point,  that  the  present  plaintiffs  cannot  maintain  this 
action  as  trustees  for  the  city  of  New  York,  is  ended  by  the 
remark  of  judge  Folgeb  in  his  opinion  in  this  cause  (58  N. 
y.,  510),  which  is  :  "In  The  People  agt.  IngeraoU  this  court 
purposely  refrained  from  declaring  or  even  intimating  an 
opinion  upon  this  question." 

Neither,  after  a  careful  reading  of  the  opinion  of  judge 
FoLGES  in  this  cause,  have  I  been  able  to  reach  the  conclu- 
sion, that  the  court  of  appeals  has  decided  that  if  the  com- 
plaint therein  had,  upon  the  facts  therein  aven'ed,  asked  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  trustees  for  the  benefit 
of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  had  in  fact  obtained  such  a 
judgment,  that  such  judgment  would  not  have  been  sus- 
tained. On  the  contrary,  as  I  read  that  opinion,  it  asserts 
that  the  court  is  foreclosed  from  considering  that  question  by 
the  form  of  the  complaint  and  the  form  of  the  judgment. 
On  pages  511  and  512  it  is  said  :  "  Upon  this  appeal  we  a/re 
shut  up  to  the  question^  whether  the  plaintiffs,  the  people  of 
this  state,  are  entitled  to  a  judgment  in  their  favor  for  the 
money  illegally  and  fraudulently  taken  from  the  city  of  New 
York.  They  have  recovered  a  money  judgment,  by  which 
they  are  adjudged  to  be  entitled,  ae  ovmers^  to  the  sums 
awarded.  It  •  is  not  a  recovery  in  trust  or  for  the  benefit  of 
any  person  or  corporation.  The  judgment  does  not  recog- 
nize, but,  on  the  contrary,  is  inconsistent  with,  any  right  or 
interest  of  any  other  party  in,  or  to  the  money.     The  judg- 
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ment  is,  that  the  plainti£&  recover  the  amount  specified,  and 
that  they  have  execution  therefor ;  and  no  other  or  ulterior 
disposition  of  the  fund  is  made,  or  is  consistent  with  the 
record.  It  is  a  legal  jvdgmentj  foimded  wpon  a  supposed 
legal  and  technical  right  of  the  plavntiffa  to  the  money ^  in 
their  own  righV^ 

It  is  impossible  to  mistake  this  clear  language.  It  would 
be  presumptuous  in  an  inferior  court  to  assume  that  the 
court  of  last  resort  had  decided  any  other  question  than  that 
to  which  it  was  expressly  declared  it  was  ^^  shut  'i^,"  and 
when  that  tribunal  has  also  distinctly  said  that  the  question 
to  which  it  was  so  "  shut  up "  was  the  "  supposed  legal  and 
technical  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  money,  in  thei/r  own 
righty^  it  would  be  absurd  to  argue  that  it  has  determined 
the  question  whether  the  plaintiffs  could  not  claim  the  money 
(not  "  in  their  own  right " )  as  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  New 
York  city.  For  the  purpose,  however,  of  making  light,  if 
that  be  possible,  still  more  manifest,  the  same  thoughts  are 
reiterated  in  the  opinion  on  pages  512  and  513.  On  the  lat- 
ter page  the  argument  made  to  the  court,  that  the  plaintiffs 
should  be  allowed  to  maintain  the  action  as  trustees  for  the 
benefit  of  the  city,  is  met  thus :  "  It  is  noteworthy  that  there 
is  no  assertion  anywhere  in  the  complaint  that  this  action  is 
prosecuted  for  or  in  the  interest  of  the  city.  Neither  is  it 
expressly  or  impliedly  admitted,  in  the  clause  alleging  collu- 
sion of  the  city  oflScials,  that  the  money  or  the  rights  of  the 
same  are  now,  or  ever  were,  in  the  city,  or  in  any  person  or 
body,  other  than  the  plaintiffs.  Those  who  are  not  put  for- 
ward as  the  cestuis  que  trusty  and  in  whose  interest  it  is 
sought  to  sustain  the  recovery,  are  nowhere  averred  to  be  the 
real  parties  in  interest,  and  the  relation  now  assumed  by  the 
plaintiffs,  of  trustees,  is  not  averred  in  the  complaint."  The 
learned  judge  then  proceeds  to  say  that  the  IngersoU  case  is 
"  decisive  of  the  present  question."  A  remark  (see  quotation 
from  opinion  previously  given,  to  the  effect  that  the  court  had 
expressly  reserved  in  that  case  the  question  of  the  right  of 
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plaintiff  to  maintaiii  as  trustees)  impossible  to  be  made  if 
the  question  we  are  now  discussing  was  involved,  and  that 
the  judgment  could  not  be  maintained  (see  page  514),  because 
it  "  awards  the  money  to  the  plaintiffs,  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
city." 

It  is  safe,  then,  to  assume  that  the  court  of  appeals  has  not 
decided  that  the  present  plaintiffs  cannot,  by  proper  amend- 
ments to  the  complaint,  and  by  a  judgment  which  gives  to 
them  the  money  in  trust  for  the  city,  maintain  this  action. 
That  question  is  still  open.  Bearing  in  mind,  then,  that  it 
has  been  held  that  Fields  has  no  title  to  the  money  paid  to 
him  June  3,  1870,  and  that  a  right  of  action  therefor  rests 
"somewhere;"  that  from  the  allegations  of  the  complaint 
and  the  withdrawal  by  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New 
York  of  its  answer,  it  must  be  assumed  that  the  corporation, 
through  its  officers,  was  colluding  with  Fields,  and  refused  to 
bring  suit  for  its  recovery;  and  further,  that  an  individual 
tax-payer  of  the  city  (same  opinion,  page  509)  cannot 
bring  this  action,  we  are  in  the  further  discussion  of 
this  cause  brought  face  to  face  with  this  question  :  When  a 
clear  right  of  action  exists  against  a  party  to  recover  a  large 
sum  of  money  belonging  to  a  municipal  corporation,  and 
which  he  has  wrongfully  obtained,  to  the  great  injury  of 
honest  tax-payers,  by  fraud  and  collusion  with  the  municipal 
officers,  which  the  corporation  as  such  refuses  to  sue  for, 
because  its  officers  collude  with  the  wrong-doer,  and  to  recover 
which  the  individual  tax-payer  has  no  standing  in  court, 
must  such  money  remain  in  the  wrong-doer's  pocket,  because 
there  is  no  party  competent  to  sue,  who  is  willing  to  prose- 
cute? The  question,  surely,  is  a  startling  one,  and  if  it 
requires  an  affirmative  answer,  then  the  wisdom  which  has 
molded  our  state  government,  and  framed  its  laws,  has  been 
sadly  at  fault.  Municipal  corporations  are  but  the  creation 
of  the  state,  organized  not  only  for  the  good  of  the  locality, 
but  for  the  general  weal  of  the  whole.  Has  the  power  which 
creates  no  authority  to  preserve?    Must  express  legislation 
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for  every  possible  contingency,  and  the  absence  of  the  letter 
of  the  law.  marting  ont  with  distinctness  the  course  to  be 
pursued,  be  a  prohibition  upon  the  right  of  the  state  to  inter- 
vene for  the  protection  of  its  own  offspring  ?  The  argument 
which  affirms  the  want  of  power  in  the  people  to  maintain 
this  action,  in  the  proposed  amended  form,  certainly  overlooks 
the  great  right  of  self-preservation  by  government  —  a  right 
inherent,  not  only  in  the  individual  citizen,  but  also  in  the 
state  in  which  he  resides.  It  resembles  very  much  the  ques- 
tion propounded  some  years  ago,  when  rebel  armies  were 
marching  against  the  national  capitol  for  the  avowed  purpose 
of  subjugation :  "  Where  is  the  clause  in  the  federal  consti- 
tution which  authorizes  the  goverament  to  raise  an  army 
to  coerce  a  state  ? "  The  letter  of  the  law  was  then  invoked 
to  paralyze  the  nation's  arm,  overlooking  the  great  fact,  that 
armed  men  were  then  marshaled  for  aggressive  war,  the 
success  of  whom  would  obliterate  the  very  instrument  to 
which  the  appeal  was  made.  And  so  the  argument  now  pre- 
sented reaches  this  logical  conclusion.  The  thief  may  steal 
from  a  municipal  corporation,  by  and  with  the  aid  and  con- 
nivance of  fraudulent  officials  —  steal  until  the  substance  of 
its  people  shall  be  consumed  by  the  levies  of  the  assessor, 
and  the  calls  of  the  tax  gatherer ;  steal  until  the  prosperity  of 
the  entire  commonwealth  shall  be  affected  by  the  unhallowdd 
combination  for  plunder,  in  and  upon  one  of  its  parts ;  and 
yet  the  state,  because  no  express  statute  authorizing  it  can  be 
found,  shall  be  powerless  to  intervene  by  action  in  its  courts 
for  the  protection  of  the  honest  citizen  thus  plundered — a 
duty  as  sacred  and  as  clear  to  him  as  is  that  of  allegiance  on 
his  part  to  the  state,  the  mutual  observance  of  which  should 
be  the  highest  aim  of  both,  and  to  secure  which,  government 
was  originally  established.  Such  reasoning  upon  the  absence 
of  express  statutes,  to  my  mind,  carries  no  weight ;  but,  on  the 
contrary,  I  insist  that  when  events  have  occurred  such  as  this 
cause  presents,  the  wrongful  possession  of  the  money  of  a 
city  by   collusion  with   dishonest  municipal   officials,  who 
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refuse  th4  use  of  the  corporate  name  in  a  suit  to  bo  instituted 
for  its  recovery  —  the  prohibition  upon  the  individual  tax- 
payer from  becoming  the  champion  for  the  protection  of  the 
community  in  which  he  resides — the  people  can  interfere. 
Even  though  section  111  of  the  Code  shall  receive  its  strict- 
est construction,  who  shall  say  that  the  state  is  not  "  the  real 
party  in  interest  ?"  It  is  a  part  of  its  territory,  its  people, 
which  has  1)een  plundered,  and  the  restoration  to  it,  and  to 
them  of  that  which  has  been  wrongfully  taken,  is  at  once  the 
highest  duty,  and  the  gravest  interest  of  the  commonwealth. 
No  argument,  then,  which  ties  every  arm,  shuts  up  every 
avenue  to  legal  redress,  and  gravely  urges  that  the  plunderer 
shall  escape  with  his  booty,  because  the  law  is  powerless  to 
prevent  it,  can  prevail ;  and  if  in  the  history  of  the  past  no 
exigencies  have  arisen  which  have  made  an  action  like  this 
necessary,  the  existence  of  them  now  under  the  well  known 
rule  of  common  law,  that  "  for  every  wrong  there  is  a  remedy," 
would  induce  us  to  hold  that  this  suit,  in  its  proposed  amended 
form  can  be  maintained.  There  is,  however,  no  occasion  to 
create  an  entirely  new  mode  of  procedure.  The  records  of 
courts  show  that  principles  have  been  established  which  fully 
meet  this  case. 

By  section  1,  page  179  of  1  Revised  Statutes  (  Volume  1, 
Edmondi  edition^ page  180),  it  is  enacted:  "It  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  attorney-general  to  prosecute  and  defend  all 
actions,  in  the  event  of  which  the  people  of  this  state  are 
interested."  It  is  not  my  purpose  to  invoke  this  part  of  our 
statute  law  to  justify  a  needless  intermeddling  by  the  state 
with  the  oflScers  of  the  local  municipal  corporations  which 
it  has  created.  Such  a  case  is  not  before  me.  The  inquiry 
is,  can  the  state  interfere,  when  such  interference  becomes 
necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  tax-payer  living  in  the 
locality,  and  for  the  protection  of  the  state,  the  prosperity  of 
which  depends  upon  that  of  the  individual  citizen,  upon  the 
ground  that  in  Buch  an  issue,  "  the  people  of  this  state  are 
interested  ?"  In  answering  this  question  in  the  affinuative, 
Vol.  L  62 
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I  cannot  truthfully  be  accused  of  endeavoring,  by  a  forced 
construction  of  the  statute,  to  confer  new  or  dangerous  pow- 
ers upon  the  attorney-general,  as  the  following  cases  will 
show: 

In  Davis  cfe  Palmer  agt.  The  Mayor^  cfec,  of  the  City  of 
New  York  (2  Duer^  663),  Judge  Duee,  after  stating  that  he 
originally  had  doubts  as  to  the  powers  of  the  attorney -general 
of  this  state  being  as  extensive  in  the  maintenance  and 
defense  of  actions  as  those  of  the  officer  having  a  sim- 
ilar name  in  England  {pages  666,  667),  said :  "  But  an 
examination  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  which  defines 
the  powers  and  duties  of  the  attorney-general,  had 
removed  the  difficulty.  By  the  rule  of  the  common  law, 
the  attorney-general  is  a  necessary  party  in  all  suits  in  which 
the  crown  is  interested,  and  by  the  first  section  of  our  statute 
(1  R,  S.y  179)  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  attorney-general 
to  prosecute  and  defend  all  actions,  in  the  event  of  which  the 
people  of  this  state  shall  be  interested.  In  other  words,  in 
all  such  actions,  he  is  made  a  necessary  party.  In  England  a 
corporate  act,  affecting  injuriously  a  whole  community,  is 
deemed  a  public  wrong  which,  as  such,  the  sovereign  is  bound 
to  redress ;  and  it  is  for  this  reason  that,  in  all  suits  in  which 
this  redress  it  sought,  the  crown  is  held  to  be  interested. 
The  doctrine,  and  the  reasoning,  it  seemed  to  him,  were  just 
as  applicable  here,  where,  fortunately,  the  sovereignty  resides, 
not  in  an  individual,  but  in  the  people ;  nor  could  he  doubt 
that  the  people,  as  the  sovereign  power,  ought  to  be  consid- 
ered as  interested  in  the  event  of  every  suit  in  which  the 
illegal  act,  which  is  sought  to  be  restrained  or  annulled,  may, 
from  its  nature,  be  justly  treated  as  a  public  wrong."    , 

In  applying  the  decision  just  quoted  to  the  cause  under 
consideration,  it  is  only  necessary  to  say  that  the  act  sought 
to  be  '^ a/nnuUed^^  in  this  case  was  the  act  of  a  municipal 
corporation,  or  its  officers,  and  it  was  so  wide  sweeping  in 
its  consequences  as  to  injuriously  affect  every  tax-payer  in 
the  most  populous  city  on  this  continent,  and  the  abstraction 
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of  money  wrongf  ally  was  also  so  large  that  it,  and  its  kindred 
acts  also  involyed  in  the  decision,  may  be  justly  called  the 
"public  wrong"  of  the  great  municipality  which  endured  it. 

In  The  People  agt.  The  Mayor  of  New  York  (32  Ba/rhour^ 
35),  it  was  held  that  the  corporation  .of  the  city  could  be 
restrained  in  a  suit  by  the  plaintiffs,  from  making  a  contract 
with  Fairchild,  Walker  &  Co.,  for  the  construction  of  certain 
works  in  connection  with  the  Croton  aqueduct  department. 

In  The  People  agt.  The  Mayor  of  New  York  (32  Barbowr^ 
102),  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiffs  could  maintain  an 
action  to  enjoin  the  execution  of  a  lease,  by  the  defendants, 
of  the  Brooklyn  ferries;  and  judge  Hogeboom  (page  104) 
says:  "I  think,  too,  the  people  are  the  proper  parties  to 
enforce  the  remedy.  They  represent  the  general  public  — 
the  body  of  citizens  who  are  aggrieved." 

So,  in  March,  1870,  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court 
of  the  third  district,  composed  of  judges  Hooeboom,  PfioxHAM 
and  Ingalls,  held,  in  The  People  agt.  Giles  M.  Benedict 
and  others  (I  have  been  unable  to  find  the  case  reported,  but 
have  the  opinion  of  judge  Hogeboom  now  before  me),  that 
these  plaintiffs  could  enjoin  the  issue  of  town  bonds  in  aid 
of  a  railroad  company. 

On  what  principles  were  these,  and  many  other  actions, 
which  the  reports  record,  sustained?  Was  it  not  under 
the  section  of  our  statute  which  we  have  quoted,  and  the 
general  axiom  that  the  state  can,  by  action,  redress,  what 
judge  DuEE  properly  called  it,  a  "public  wrong?"  And  if 
the  state  may  interfere  to  prevent  the  injury,  may  it  not  so 
do  for  its  redresSy  when  accomplished?  The  precise  form 
of  the  relief  can  make  no  difference.  Can  the  state  interfere 
for  the  protection  of  an  entire  locality  when  the  local  gov- 
ernment refuses  to  act,  and  when  the  individual  tax-payer 
has  no  standing  in  court  for  that  purpose?  These  cases 
which  we  have  cited,  and  also  that  of  DoolitUe  agt.  Super- 
vieo7*s  of  Broome  County  (18  N.  J^.,  155),  were  wrongly 
determined,  if  this  action,  in  the  form  now  proposed,  cannot 


492  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


People  agt  Fields. 


be  sastained.  It  is  true,  in  the  cases  cited,  the  actions  were 
in  the  name  of  the  people  simply,  without  any  express  aver- 
ment that  they  were  brought  for  the  benefit  of  the  locality. 
From  the  form  of  the  relief  asked,  however,  the  prevention 
of  acts  that  thei  people  had  no  direct  interest  in  the  questions 
involved  was  manifest.  In  this  case,  as  a  money  judgment 
is  sought,  the  relielf  asked  and  the  disposition  of  the  money 
recovered  should,  in  view  of  the  opinion  expressed  by  the 
court  of  appeals,  expressly  show  that  the  city  of  New  York 
was  to  receive  the  benefit  thereof. 

The  conclusion,  then,  which  we  have  reached  is,  that  this 
action,  with  the  amendments  to  the  complaint  asked  granted, 
can  be  sustained.  We  should  so  hold  it  as  an  original  ques- 
tion, and  we  have  no  difficulty  in  finding  abundant  authority 
in  our  own  state  to  support  it.  No  combination  of  men  can 
obtain  control  of  a  county,  town,  or  city  government,  and  by 
aid  of*  its  machinery  which  they  control,  plunder  its  citizens 
at  pleasure  without  a  possibility  of  any  suit  which  can  be 
maintained  arresting  the  evil,  and  compelling  a  restoration  of 
the  fruits  of  their  crime.  The  oppressed  inhabitant  of  the 
locality  is  not  without  redress.  The  state,  as  has  before 
been  said,  owes  to  him,  in  return  for  his  allegiance,  its  pro- 
tection, and  that  protection  will  be  exercised  not  only  by  an 
action  to  restrain  the  intended  wrong,  but  also  to  restore  its 
fruits,  when  they  have  been  plucked  by  the  hands  of  fraud 
and  collusion.  This  doctrine  seems  to  me  to  be  so  elementary 
and  clear  that  only  the  eminent  position  of  the  counsel  who 
has  attacked  it  has  made  its  attempted  demonstration  necessary. 

This  cause  has  thus  far  been  considered  without  any  refer- 
ence to  the  recent  act  {chap,  49,  Law^  of  1875),  passed  since 
the  case  was  before  the  court  of  appeals,  and  entitled  "An 
act  to  authorize  the  people  of  this  state  to  bring  and  main- 
tain certain  actions  for  the  recovery  of  public  moneys  and 
property."  The  determination  of  all  the  questions  which 
the  action  involves  renders  the  examination  of  the  effect  of 
this  statute  necessary. 
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In  the  proposed  discussion  it  is  conceded  that  the  law  must 
cover  past  transactions,  either  in  express  words  or  by  neces- 
sary implication,  to  affect  the  determination  of  this  cause. 
It  does  so  very  clearly.  By  the  first  section  thereof,  thp  peo- 
ple are  authorized  to  maintain  an  action  to  recover  ^'  money, 
funds  or  property,"  "  held  or  owned  *  *  *  by  any 
municipal  or  other  public  corporation,"  as  well  in  any 
case  where  the  same  "  has  heretofore^  without  right,  been 
obtained,  received,  arrested  or  disposed  of^"  as  in  the  case 
when  any  such  money  shall  be  hereafter^  without  right 
obtained,  converted,  or  disposed  of; "  and  the  act  not  only 
gives  such  right  of  action  to  the  people,  but  declares  they 
"  hanie "  it,  i.  «.,  they  possessed  it  when  the  act  was  passed. 
Its  language  is  '^  the  people  of  this  state  have  in  every  such 
case,  and  BhM  have  a  right  of  action  for  the  same,"  &c.  The 
second  section  also  speaks  of  cases  ^'  when  an  action  ha%  been 
heretofore  hrought,^  as  well  as  of  those  which  "  may  hereafter 
he  Iroitghtj^  and  the  third  section  makes  provision  for  the 
distribution  of  the  money  or  recovery  which  may  be  had  in 
any  case,  ^^  in  the  first  and  second  sections  of  this  act  men- 
tioned," thus  demonstrating  that  the  act  was  designed  to 
reach  pending  suits,  and,  of  course,  this  particular  one  as 
well  as  others.  Is  such  a  law  invalid  ?  To  this  question  the 
argument  must  next  be  addressed. 

It  may  be  premised  that  the  law  takes  nothing,  whatever, 
from  the  defendant  Fields.  The  money  sought  to  be  recov- 
ered in  this  action  does  not  belong  to  him  —  that  the  court 
of  appeals  has  expressly  held ;  he  must  pay  to  some  person, 
and  to  such  a  party  as  the  law  shall  designate.  The  act  does 
not  take  the  property  of  A.  and  give  it  to  B.,  and  if  it  did, 
it  is  not  readily  perceived  on  what  principles  an  outsider 
(and  such  Fields  is  on  this  question)  could  object.  It  simply 
provides  a  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  property  belonging  to 
a  municipal  corporation,  giving  to  such  corporation  the  ben- 
efit thereof  when  received.  As  the  laws  creating  the  city  of 
New  Tork  were  passed  by  the  state,  its  machinery  and  mode 
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of  raising  money  and  acquiring  property,  and  its  right  to  sue 
and  be  sned,  devised  and  framed  by  it  —  may  not  the  same 
power  which  gave  the  right  to  live  and  to  acquire,  also  cre- 
ate or.  change  the  machinery  and  remedy  to  preserve  and 
recover  ?  The  question  readily  answers  itself,  for  it  surely 
will  not  be  argued  that  the  authority  which  can  speak  into 
existence  is  powerless  to  preserve  its  creation.  The  discus- 
sion then  must  be  limited  to  the  legislative  power  to  affect 
Fields. 

Mr.  Fields,  then,  is  the  custodian  (the  term  applied  to  his 
dealings  with  the  money  is,  perhaps,  questionable)  of  money, 
to  which  he  has  no  title,  and  which  he  refuses  to  pay.  The 
legislature  make  a  remedy,  already  sought,  applicable  to  his 
suit.  That  remedy  seeks  not  his  but  that  which  is  anothef^%^ 
that  the  true  owner  may  receive  its  benefits.  It  is  diflScult 
to  see  why  this  cannot  be  done,  and  to  discover  the  right 
which  is  violated.  It  is  unnecessary,  however,  to  argue,  as 
the  power  to  enact  such  a  law  is  abundantly  settled. 

In  People  ex  rel.  Israel  agt.  TihheUs  (10  Cowen^  384:),  a 
subsequent  statute  was  held  applicable  to  proceedings  in  tiie 
nature  of  a  quo  warranto  already  commenced. 

In  the  Matter  of  Newell  Smith  (10  Wendelly  461),  it  was 
held  that  the  judges  of  the  court  of  common  pleas  of  the 
county  of  Oneida  had  power  to  expel  Smith  from  the  county 
medical  society,  and  to  declare  him  forever  thereafter  incapa- 
ble of  practicing  physic  and  surgery  within  this  8?ate,  under 
a  law  passed  subsequent  to  the  acts  for  the  commission  of 
which  he  was  expelled.  The  court  saying  that  "  the  subse- 
quent statute  merely  changes  the  form  of  proceeding."  Does 
the  act,  the  efiect  of  which  we  are  discussing,  do  more? 
The  most  that  can  be  said  is,  that  prior  to  its  passage  the  city 
of  New  York  was  the  only  proper  plaintiff  to  recover  the 
demand,  now  the  people  may  sue  therefor  for  the  benefit  of 
the  city.     The  form  of  the  proceeding  is  alone  changed. 

In  CHldersleve  <&  Roberts  agt.  The  People  (10  Barb,,  36), 
a  subsequent  statute,  prescribing  the  remedy  upon  the  prose- 
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cution  of  recognizances,  was  held  applicable  to  those  taken 
prior  to  its  enactment. 

In  Tovm  of  Duaneshurgh  agt.  Jenhina  (57  N,  T.y  178)  it 
was  held :  "  The  question  upon  a  trial  is  upon  the  facts  in  the 
case ;  what  does  the  existing  law  pronounce  as  to  the  rights 
of  the  parties  ?  Where,  therefore,  a  statute  affecting  ques- 
tions involyed  in  an  action  is  passed  after  the  commencement 
of  the  action,  and  there  is  no  exception  as  to  existing  suits, 
the  rule  of  law  announced  bj  the  statute  must  be  applied, 
on  the  trial  of  such  action." 

In  The  Syracicse  City  Bank  agt.  Davis  (16  Ba/rbov/r^  188) 
it  was  held :  "  Statutes  are  valid  which  give  remedies  where 
none  existed  before,  through  defects  that  would  have  been 
fatal  had  the  legislature  not  interfered  and  given  a  perfect 
remedy  by  curing  intervening  irregularities.  In  such  cases 
no  rights  are  interferred  with,  which  are  vested,  in  such  a 
sense  as  to  come  within  the  rule  that  forbids  the  interference 
of  the  legislature." 

In  Bacon  agt.  CaUender  (6  Mass.j  303)  a  statute  passed 
during  the  pendency  of  action  was  held  applicable  to  it,  and 
chief  justice  Pabker  {page  309)  says :  '*'  And  if  it  were  com- 
petent for  the  legislature  to  make  these  provisions  to  affect 
actions  after  to  be  commenced,  the  same  provisions  might 
apply  with  equal  authority  to  actions  then  pending." 

In  BiUvnga  agt.  Segar  (11  Maes,^  340)  it  was  held  :  "  The 
statute  of  1811  {chap,  23,  sec.  4),  giving  to  defendants  costs 
in  actions  in  which  the  plaintiffs  appeal  from  the  judgment 
of  the  circuit  court  of  common  pleas  in  a  personal  action,  and 
fails  to  recover  more  than  100  dollars  in  this  court,  extends 
to  actions  pending  at  the  time  the  statute  was  enacted."  The 
court  said :  "  However  great  the  hardship  is  upon  the  plain- 
tiff, it  is  beyond  the  power  of  this  court  to  relieve  him.  It 
makes  no  difference  that  the  action  was  commenced  before 
the  passing  of  the  act." 

In  Reed  agt.  Fullum  (2  Pickering^  158)  it  was  held :  '*A 
bond  for  the  debtor's  liberties,  restrains  the  debtor  within 
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the  liberties  established  by  law  for  the  time  being ;  that  the 
statute  of  the  10th  of  February,  1823,  narrowing  the  liber- 
ties in  Suffolk  after  the  fifteenth  of  May  following,  was  not 
unconstitutional  as  applied  to  a  bond  given  before  the  pass- 
age of  that  act,  but  that  the  principal  in  such  bond,  having, 
after  the  fifteenth  of  May,  made  use  of  the  liberties  in  their 
former  extent,  was  guilty  of  an  escape." 

In  Holyoke  agt.  Haakins  (9  Pickering^  259)  it  was  held 
that  an  act  authorizing  the  representatives  of  deceased  par- 
ties to  continue  an  action,  was  valid  as  affecting  suits  then 
pending.  It  may  be  observed,  that  the  effect  of  such  legis- 
lation was  to  make  the  defendant  Accountable  in  that  action 
to  a  party  to  whom  he  was  not  so  accountable  when  the 
action  was  begun ;  which  principle,  necessarily,  covers  the 
point  under  discussion. 

In  Bemis  agt.  Clark  (11  Pickering^  452),  it  was  held  that 
an  additional  remedy  to  be  given  by  a  judgment  in  an  action 
on  the  case  for  a  nuisance,  to  wit,  the  issue  of  a  warrant  to 
abate  it,  applied  to  suits  pending  when  the  law  was  passed. 

In  WUbwr  agt.  Oilmore  (21  Pickering^  250)  it  was  held, 
that  a  statute  giving  an  executor  the  right  to  ^'maintain 
trespass  qttare  davsum  f regit  for  an  injury  done  to  the  land 
in  tie  lifetime  of  the  testator  *  *  *  was  not  unconsti- 
tutional when  applied  to  a  trespass  committed  before  this 
provision  went  into  operation,  inasmnch  as  it  affects  the 
remedy  only."  This  was  held,  too,  in  regard  to  a  claim 
which  had  been  sought  to  be  enforced  by  the  executor  in  an 
action  brought  previous  to  the  passage  of  this  statute,  in 
which,  on  demurrer  to  the  declaration,  it  had  been  held  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  sustain  the  suit.  Does  not  this  case 
decide  every  objection  made  by  the  present  defendant  f  It 
gave  a  cause  of  action  to  a  party  for  a  past  act,  when  he  had 
none  before.  The  apparent  distinction,  that  in  this  case  an 
action  is  pending,  is  answered  by  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
Bacon  agt.  CdUender  {(oMass^y  303),  above  dted,  to  the  effect 
that  if  the  legislature  may  give  a  remedy  for  past  acts  by 
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subsequent  laws,  "the  same  provisions  might  apply,  with 
equal  authority,  to  actions  then  pending." 

In  Florentine  agt.  Barton  (2  WaUace^  210),  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States  held,  that  proceedings  of  admin- 
istrators, to  sell  the  real  estate  of  the  intestate  for  non-pay- 
ment of  debts,  could  be  controlled  and  governed  by  a  special 
statute,  passed  by  a  state  to  meet  that  case,  although  such 
special  act  contained  provisions  directly  repugnant  to  the 
general  one  applicable  to  the  case  at  the  time  of  the  death, 
and  at  the  time  of  the  qualification  and  appointment  of  the 
administrators.  The  manifest  efiect  of  this  decision  was  to 
provide  a  new  and  special  mode  of  taking  property  out  of 
the  hands  of  parties,  which  mode  was  created  after  their 
rights,  if  any,  had  accrued. 

A  very  large  number  of  kindred  cases  can  be  found  in  the 
books,  but  their  citation  would  swell  this  opinion  to  an 
unreasonable  length.  The  conclusions  drawn  from  those 
cited  are,  that  new  remedies  can  be  created  to  enforce  a  claim 
existing  at  the  time  of  their  creation.  That  such  new  reme- 
dies will  affect  existing  suits,  and  that  the  right  to  costs  in  a 
pending  suit  may  be  entirely  changed  by  subsequent  legisla- 
tion, and  that  a  cause  of  action  for  a  past  act  can  be  given  to 
a  party  who  had  no  power  before  to  maintain  an  action  for 
its  recovery.  These  principles  cover  every  objection  which 
has  been  made  to  the  act  of  1875,  and  induce  me  to  hold,  as 
I  should  were  the  points  new,  that  this  action  can  be  main- 
tained by  force  of  the  statute  recently  passed. 

This  leaves  but  one  other  question,  and  that  is  the  pro- 
priety of  allowing  the  amendments  to  the  complaint,  which 
shall  show  the  recovery  sought  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  city 
of  New  York. 

Section  173  of  the  Code  seems  to  me  to  be  ample  to 
warrant  the  application.  Every  fact  upon  which  the  right 
to  recover  depends  is  averred  in  the  complaiijt.  Con- 
cerning these  facts  there  is  no  dispute  whatsoever;  they 
are  admitted  and  confessed.  No  other  trial  could  pre- 
VoL.  L  63 
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sent  any  others  changing  this  transaction.  The  proper 
parties  are  all  before  the  coart,  and  the  proper  plaintiff 
ask  a  recovery,  but  in  their  prayer  they  &il  to  state  that 
they  seek  it  for  the  benefit  of  others.  With  every  fiujt,  and 
every  party  before  us,  can  any  good  reason  be  assigned  for 
turning  the  plaintiffi  out  of  court,  that  a  new  suit  may  be 
brought  in  which  the  ulterior  intended  disposition  of  the 
recovery  shall  be  stated,  instead  of  permitting  the  present 
complaint  to  expressly  declare  that,  which  has  always  been 
understood  to  be  its  known  aim  and  object  2  I  confess  I  see 
none,  and  shall  allow  the  amendment. 

In  Bank  of  HaA)ana  agt.  Magee  (20  N,  7".,  355)  where  an 
individual  banker  had  brought  suit  under  a  corporate  name 
when  no  corporation  existed,  the  court  of  appeals  held  that 
the  trial  court  should  have  allowed  an  amendment. 

In  Hall  agt.  Gould  (13  iT.  Y.,  127)  it  was  held  :  "  The 
court,  at  the  trial,  may  remedy  by  amendment  a  variance 
between  the  case  made  by  the  proof  and  the  complaint,  where 
all  the  facts  essential  to  the  rights  of  the  parties  are  put  in 
issue  by  the  answer  and  reply."  If  that  can  be  done,  may 
not  the  prayer  for  relief  be  amended  when  all  the  facts  are 
averred,  and  when  concerning  their  existence  there  is  no  dis- 
pute f 

Cases,  however,  are  unnecessary.  The  amendment  seeks 
to  charge  no  new  fact ;  to  bring  in  no  new  party  ;  to  change 
no  right  or  remedy  of  or  against  Fields.  It  asks  that  the 
record  of  this  cause  shall  be  so  amended  that  the  accounta- 
bility of  the  plaintiffs  to  the  municipal  corporation  for  the 
sum  obtained  shall  expressly  appear.  To  this  there  can  be 
no  possible  objection. 

Section  173  of  the  Code,  however,  declares  that  amend- 
ments should  be  allowed  "  on  such  terms  as  may  be  proper," 
and  that  brings  me  to  the  question  of  "  terms."  Whatever 
may  be  my  views  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  action  under  the 
complaint  as  it  is,  it  is  enough  for  me  to  know  that  our  court  of 
ultimate  resort  has  held,  with  its  prayer  for  relief  as  it  is,  and 
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the  judgment  as  originally  taken,  it  cannot  stand.  Up  to  the 
present  trial  the  defense  has  been  justified,  and  it  would  be 
manifestly  unjust  by  an  amendment  now  made  to  deprive  the 
party  of  costs  to  which  a  decision  of  our  highest  tribunal 
entitles  him. 

The  amendment  should  be  allowed  on  payment  of  the  costs 
of  defendant  Fields  up  to  the  present  trial ;  such  costs,  how- 
ever, shall  be  a  credit  and  allowance  upon  the  recovery  in  this 
action.  Perhaps  the  recent  act  has  made  the  amendment 
unnecessary,  as  its  provisions  declare  the  trust  which  is  sought 
to  be  expressed.  Such  expression,  however,  can  do  no  harm, 
especially  as,  if  not  made,  it  may  be  urged  that  the  language  of 
the  recovery  is  at  war  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  As 
that  act  has  made  a  remedy  already  taken  effectual,  it  should 
not  deprive  a  person  of  costs  to  which  he  was  entitled  at  the 
time  of  its  passage.  I  concede  that  the  cases  cited  would 
justify  me  in  withholding  them,  but  my  own  judgment  of 
right  is  better  satisfied  by  allowing  the  defendant  Fields  costs 
up  to  the  time  of  this  trial,  the  same  to  be  a  credit  upon  the 
recovery,  and  these  costs  are  to  be  recovered  whether  the 
amendments  are  made  or  not. 

Findings  and  a  judgment  will  be  prepared,  and  submitted 
in  conformity  with  this  opinion. 
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NEW  TOEK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

The  Fboplb,  &Q.y  ex  rd.  Jaheb  MoKown,  appellant,  agt. 
Ain)BEw  H.  GsEBN,  comptroller,  &c.,  and  George  M. 
Vau  Nokt,  commissioner,  &c.,  respondents. 

MandamiLS  to  compel  comptroller  of  New  York  cUy  to  approve  a  bond  and 

iureUes, 

Where  a  bond  with  sureties,  given  by  a  contractor  for  the  performance  of 
a  contract'to  do  certain  public  work  for  the  city  of  New  York,  is  pre- 
sented to  the  comptroller  of  the  city  for  his  approval  and  he  refuses  to 
do  80,  not  on  the  ground  that  the  sureties  are  insufficient  or  that  the 
bond  is  not  in  proper  form,  but  on  the  ground  of  certain  objections  to 
the  assessments  made  for  the  work  to  be  done  under  the  contract,  a 
peremptory  mandamus  will  issue  to  compel  him  to  pass  upon  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  bond  and  the  sureties,  and  either  approve  of  them  or  reject 
them  for  insufficiency. 

Oenerdl  Temi^  December^  1875. 

Before  Dalt,  Ch.  e/".,  Loew  cmd  Laeeemobe,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  special  term  of  iJtds  court 
refusing  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus. 

James  A.  Deering^  for  relator,  appellant. 

E.  Delafidd  Smithy  counsel  to  the  corporation. 

T.  B.  Clarksony  for  respondents. 

Loew,  J.  —  On  or  about  the  Slst  day  of  October,  1872,  an 
ordinance  was  adopted  by  the  common  council  and  approved 
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by  the  mayor  directing  that  Madison  avenne,  from  Ninety- 
ninth  street  to  One  Hundred  and  Fifth  street,  be  regulated, 
graded,  &c.  The  relator  was  the  lowest  bidder  for  the  work. 
His  estimate,  or  proposal,  was  accordingly  accepted  by  the 
commissioner  of  public  works,  who  notified  him  of  such 
acceptance.  Subsequently  the  commissioner  of  public  works 
transmitted  the  relator's  bid,  or  proposal,  with  the  agreement 
of  the  sureties  for  the  faithful  performance  of  the  work,  to 
the  comptroller  for  his  approval  of  the  security  offered. 

The  comptroller  refused  to  signify  his  approval  of  the  sure- 
ties and  returned  the  papers  to  the  commissioner  of  public 
works,  who  now  holds  the  same  and  declines  to  enter  into  a 
contract  with  the  relator,  on  the  ground  that  the  adequacy 
of  the  sureties  to  said  agreement  or  bond  has  not  been 
approved. 

The  relator  thereupon  applied  to  this  court,  at  special 
term,  for  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  directed  to  the 
respondents  and  commanding,  or  requiring : 

Ist.  That  the  respondent  Van  Nort  return  the  bid  and 
agreement  of  sureties  or  bond  to  the  respondent  Green. 

2d.  That  the  respondent  Green,  as  comptroller,  approve  of 
the  sufliciency  of  the  sureties  and  of  their  justification  and 
acknowledgment,  and  return  the  said  proposal  and  agreement 
of  sureties  to  the  said  commissioner  of  public  works. 

3d.  That  the  respondent  Van  Nort,  as  commissioner  of 
public  works,  on  receiving  the  said  proposal  and  agreement 
of  sureties,  with  the  approval  of  the  respondent  Green 
thereon  indorsed,  enter  into  a  contract  with  the  relator  for 
the  work  in  question. 

The  application  was  denied,  and  the  relator  now  brings 
this  appeal. 

As  the  commissioner  of  public  works  has  signified  his 
willingness  to  execute  the  contract  with  the  relator,  upon  the 
approval  of  the  sureties'  bond  by  the  comptroller,  the  only 
question  which  was  discussed  before  us  on  the  argument,  and 
which  we  deem  it  necessary  to  consider,  is  whether  the  court 
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should  compel  the  comptroller  to  approve  of  the  sufficiency 
of  the  sureties.  It  is  not  claimed  on  the  part  of  that  official 
that  there  is  any  illegality  as  regards  the  ordinance  referred 
to,  or  any  irregularity  or  informality  with  reference  to  the 
said  bid,  or  the  agreement  executed  by  the  sureties,  nor  is  the 
adequacy  or  sufficiency  of  the  security  in  anywise  questioned. 
The  only  ground  on  which  the  comptroller  based  his  refusal 
to  approve  of  the  security,  &c.,  was  that  there  was  "  a  defi- 
ciency in  the  assessed  value  of  the  property  on  the  line  of  the 
proposed  worTcP  In  our  opinion,  the  reason  assigned  by  the 
comptroller  is  insufficient  to  sustain  the  position  assumed  by 
him.  It  is  true,  the  act  of  1840  provides  that  no  house  or  lot 
shall  in  any  case  be  assessed  for  any  improvement  authorized 
by  law,  more  than  one-half  the  value  of  such  house  or  lot  as 
valued  by  the  assessors  of  the  ward  in  which  the  same  shall 
be  situate  {Laws  of  1840,  chap.  326,  sec.  7).  It  would  also 
seem  that  in  the  present  case  the  estimated  cost  of  the  pro- 
posed work  is  largely  in  excess  of  the  value  of  the  property 
on  the  line  of  the  proposed  improvement,  as  fixed  by  the 
assessors.  But  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the  costs 
of  the  work  in  question  may  not  be  lawfully  imposed  on  the 
property  benefited  thereby. 

In  the  construction  of  all  public  works  or  improvements 
performed  under  authority  of  law,  the  corporation  is  author* 
ized  during  the  progress  of  the  work  to  pay  for  the  same  in 
installments  from  the  proceeds  of  what  are  denominated 
assessment  bonds  which  it  is  allowed  to  issue  {Laws  of 
1872,  chap.  680,  sec.  4;  Lanjos  of  1852,  chap.  397).  The 
laying  of  the  assessment  may,  however,  be  deferred  until 
after  the  whole  work  is  completed  {Ma/nice  agt.  The 
Mayor y  cfea,  8  N.  Y.^  120;  Weimtore  agt.  CampfbeU^  3 
Sandf^  341)  This  being  so,  we  can  perceive  no  legal 
obstacle ;  nor  has  any  been  suggested  by  the  learned  counsel 
for  the  respondents  which  would  prevent  the  assessors  from 
duly  increasing  the  assessable  valuation  of  the  property 
adjoining  the  improvement  after  the  completion  of  the  work 
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and  before  the  making  of  the  assessment.  The  presmnption 
is  that  the  value  of  the  property  on  the  line  of  the  improve- 
ment would  be  increased  by  at  least  the  amount  of  the 
expense  incurred  in  the  construction  thereof;  and,  in  most 
cases,  the  work  would  doubtless  promote  an  increase  in  the 
value  to  a  much  grater  extent.  It  would  be  the  duty  of  the 
assessors  to  increase  the  assessable  value  of  the  adjacent  prop- 
erty in  accordance  with  the  benefit  accruing  from  the 
improvement;  hence,  an  assessment  might  be  laid  for  the 
amount  expended  by  reason  of  the  work,  which  would  not 
be  in  contravention  of  the  act  of  1840.  The  objection  raised 
by  the  comptroller  could  thus  be  overcome. 

It  is  next  contended  that  although  all  the  proceedings  may 
be  regular,  the  relator  the  lowest  bidder,  and  the  sureties 
oflFered  by  him  unexceptionable,  yet  he  cannot  legally  com- 
pel the  city  authorities  to  give  him  the  contract.  There  is 
much  force  in  this  objection.  The  section  of  the  charter  of 
1873  which  the  relator  claims  entitles  him  to  this  contract,  as 
matter  of  strict  legal  right,  declares,  among  other  things,  that 
''  all  such  contracts,  when  given^  shall  be  given  to  the  lowest, 
bidder  {Laws  of  1873,  chap,  335,  sec.  91).  The  term  "  wlien 
given ^^  clearly  implies  that  a  discretion  may  be  exercised  as  to 
whether  or  not  a  contract  shall  be  given  at  all  {The  Peoph^ 
(&C.J  agt.  The  Contracting  Boards  33  N.  JT.,  382 ;  Same  agt. 
SamCy  27  id.j  378).  The  authorities  are  not  bound,  at  all 
events,  to  give  the  contract  to  the  lowest  bidder;  but  if 
given  to  ^ny  one  it  should  be  given  to  him  if  he  has,  in  all 
respects,  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  law.  It  is 
not,  however,  necessary  at  present  to  inquire  with  whom  the 
discretionary  power  referred  to  is  lodged.  It  is  suflBcient  to 
say  that  it  is  not  vested  in  the  comptroller.  The  only  power 
conferred  upon  that  oflScial  by  the  section  of  the  Charter 
alluded  to,  is  that  of  determining  the  "  adequacy  and  suffi- 
ciency "  of  the  proposed  sureties,  and  of  the  "  justification 
and  acknowledgment."  The  law  has  charged  him  with  no 
other  duty,  and  given  him  no  other  power  or  authority  with 
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reference  to  the  contract.  The  naming  of  certain  specified 
powers  or  duties  by  the  law  makers  excludes  the  idea  that 
others  were  intended  to  be  conferred  ;  the  maxim  "  expressw 
unites  est  exclvsio  alterius^^  is  applicable. 

Again,  it  is  urged  that  mandamus  does*not  lie,  because  the 
relator  has  an  adequate  remedy,  by  actidi  at  law,  for  dam- 
ages, either  against  the  city  or  the  comptroller,  or  both.  The 
general  rule,  undoubtedly,  is  that  a  writ  of  mandamus  will 
not  be  awarded  where  the  party  has  another  complete  remedy 
at  law.  There  are,  however,  some  exceptions.  Executive 
and  ministerial  officers  and  corporations  may  be  compelled 
by  mandamus  to  perform  the  duties  imposed  upon  them  by 
law,  although  a  right  by  action  may  exist  {The  People  agt. 
Mead^  24  N,  Z.,  114;  McCuUough  agt.  The  Mayor  of 
BrooMyn^  23  Wend,^  457 ;  The  People^  (&c,,  agt.  Savem^er, 
47  How.^  494).  In  the  present  case,  assuming  that  the  city 
would  be  liable  in  an  action,  we  do  not  think  that  the  tax- 
payers at  large  should  be  mulcted  in  damages  because  an  oflB- 
cer  of  the  corporation  refuses  or  neglects  to  perform  a  duty 
imposed  on  him  by  law ;  nor  do  we  think  that  the  relator 
should  be  compelled  to  resort  to  an  action  against  the  offend- 
ing official  which  might,  perhaps,  prove  to  be  an  inadequate 
remedy  {The  People  agt.  Mead^  supra  ;  The  PexypU  agt.  The 
Swpervisors^  cfe<?.,  10  Wend,,,  363).  The  proper  and  appropri- 
ate remedy  in  such  a  case  is  a  mandamus. 

It  is  true  the  comptroller,  in  the  performance  of  the  duty 
of  passing  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties,  necessarily 
exercises  judgment  and  discretion ;  consequently  the  act  must 
be  deemed  to  be  a  judicial  one.  This  court  will  not,  there- 
fore, compel  him  to  determine  the  question  of  sufficiency  in 
a  particular  way ;  otherwise,  the  judgment  of  the  court  would 
be  substituted  for  that  of  the  comptfoUer.  The  writ  of  man- 
damus will  be  awarded  to  compel  subordinate  tribunals,  or 
officers  acting  judicially  or  exercising  discretionary  powers, 
to  proceed  in  a  matter  or  adjudicate  thereon,  without,  how- 
ever, controlling  the  exercise  of  their  judgment  or  discretion 
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in  the  premises  {The  People  agt.  The  Judges^  <&€.,  20  Wend.y 
658 ;  HtUl  agt.  Supervisors  of  Oneida^  19  Johne.^  260).  But 
ordinarily  it  is  otherwise  in  regard  to  ministerial  officers  and 
corporations.  They  may,  in  general,  be  compelled,  by  man- 
damns,  to  do  specific  acts  in  a  particular  way  or  manner  {The 
People  agt.  The  Judges^  <&o.^  supra). 

The  order  of  the  special  term  should  be  reversed,  with 
costs,  and  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  awardc^,  in 
accordance  with  the  foregoing  opinion. 

Labbemobb,  J.,  concurred. 

Daly,  C.  J,  —  I  concur  in  the  conclusions  arrived  at  by 
judge  LoEW.  The  order  should  be  reversed  and  a  peremp- 
tory mandamus  issued  requiring  the  comptroller  to  pass  upon 
the  sufficiency  of  the  bond  and  the  sureties ;  that  is,  that  he 
should  either  approve  the  bond  or  reject  it  for  a  defect  in 
form,  or  because  the  sureties  are  insufficient. 
Vol.  L  64 
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8UPEEME  OOXJET. 

WiLiJAM  M.  Eable  and  another,  agt.  Gbobgb  S.  Soorrty 

William  E.  Strong  and  others. 

Demurrer  to  complaint. 

Where  the  allegation  of  the  complaint  is  '*  that  the  defendants  and  certain 
other  persons,  whose  names  are  unsnown  to  these  plaintiff,  bnt  whose 
names,  when  discovered,  the  plainttfls  pray  for  leave  to  Join  as  defend- 
ants, entered  into  a  certain  copartnership,**  &c. ,  for  the  purchase  of  cer* 
tain  stock,  4&c.,is  not  demurrable  on  the  ground  that  there  is  a  defect  of 
parties  defendant  Plaintiffs  are  not  bound  to  name  as  defendants  per- 
sons of  whose  names  they  are  ignorant. 

Where  the  complaint  alleges  the  formation  of  a  certain  copartnership,  the 
appointment  of  W.  as  the  manager  thereof,  the  purchase  of  a  large 
amount  of  stock,  and  a  sale  or  closing  out  of  that  stock  by  the  order  of 
W.  at  a  loss  of  $300,000  to  the  plaintiffs,  it  states  a  good  cause  of  action, 
and  is  not  demurrable  for  not  stating  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action. 

But  several  causes  of  action  can  be  united  in  one  complaint  only,  where 
each  cause  affects  all  the  parties  to  the  action,  and  they  must  be  in  fiivor 
of  all  the  plaintiffs  and  against  all  the  defendants.  Heldy  that  this  com- 
plaint was  demurrable  on  the  ground  that  several  causes  of  action  had 
been  improperly  united  in  violation  of  this  rule. 

Special  Temiy  Februaryy  1874. 
Demubreb  to  complaint. 
F.  F.  Mwrbwryy  for  defendant  Scott. 
Dudley  Field  and  R.  S.  Bennett^  for  other  defendants. 
Wm.  H.  Anthoriy  for  plaintiffs. 
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Yan  Brunt,  J. — The  defendants  demur  upon  three  grounds : 
Ist.  That  there  is  a  defect  of  parties  defendant ;  2d.  That 
several  causes  of  action  have  been  improperly  united ;  and, 
3d.  That  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action. 

Jhe  first  ground  of  demurrer,  viz.,  that  there  is  a  defect  of 
parties  defendant,  does  ngt  seem  to  me  to  be  well  taken.  The 
all^ation  is  that  the  defendants  and  certain  other  persons, 
whose  names  are  unknown  to  these  plaintiflfs,  but  whose 
names,  when  discovered,  the  plaintiff  pray  for  leave  to  join  as 
defendants,  entered  into  a  certain  copartnership,  <&c.,  for  the 
purchase  of  certain  stock. 

The  defendants  can,  by  their  answer,  set  up  such  other 
parties  in  interest  as  have  not  been  made  defendants  in  this 
action,  and  they  may  be  brought  in  by  an  amended  bill. 
There  is  no  other  way  in  which  the  plaintiffs  can  provide  for 
unknown  defendants. 

The  plaintiffs  certainly  cannot  be  bound  to  name  as  defend- 
ants persons  of  whose  names  they  are  ignorant. 

The  third  ground  of  demurrer  is  that  the  complaint  does 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  I 
think  that  a  fair  interpretation  of  this  complaint  shows  that 
the  plaintiffs  allege  the  formation  of  this  copartnership,  the 
appointment  of  William  S.  Woodward  as  the  manager  of  that 
copartnership,  the  purchase  of  a  large  amount  of  stock,  and  a 
sale  or  closing  out  of  that  stock  by  the  order  of  Woodward  at 
a  loss  of  $300,000  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  exact  meaning  of 
the  words  "  closing  out "  is  not  given,  but  we  would  under- 
stand by  them  that  they  terminated  their  contract  for  the 
stock  by  and  with  the  consent  of  Woodward.  These  facts  cer- 
tainly show  a  good  cause  of  action.  If  the  language  used  in 
the  complaint  is  indefinite  and  uncertain,  it  can  be  remedied 
upon  motion. 

The  second  ground  of  demurrer  is  that  several  causes  of 
action  have  been  improperly  united,  in  that  all  the  defendants 
named  in  the  complaint  are  not  liable  for  the  whole  amount 
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of  the  damage  claimed ;  that  thet%  is  one  cause  of  action 
against  all  the  defendants  named  in  the  complaint,  and  that 
there  is  another  caose  of  action  stated  upon  which  some  of 
the  defendants  are  not  liable.  It  cannot  be  necessary  to  cite 
authorities  to  sustain  the  proposition  that  several  causes  of 
action  can  be  united  in  one  complaint  only  where  each  caose 
affects  all  the  parties  to  the  action,  ^pd  they  must  be  in  favor 
of  all  the  plaintiffs  and  against  all  the  defendants. 

Although  the  causes  of  action  are  not  separated  in  the  com- 
plaint, yet  there  are  distinctly  two.  The  first  cause  of  action 
is  against  the  parties  forming  the  first  partnership  for  the  loss 
upon  the  stock  purchased  for  it,  and  the  second  is  for  the  loss 
upon  the  stock  bought  for  the  second  partnership. 

These  firms  are  not  shown  to  be  liable  for  the  stock  pur- 
chased on  account  of  each  other ;  there  is  no  averment  of  any 
community  of  interest  between  them  ;  the  agreement  between 
the  two  copartnerships  was  as  follows  :  "  The  first  partnership 
was  to  hold  the  stock  by  it  purchased,  and  the  second  partner- 
ship was  to  make  additional  purchases  of  stock,  and  thereby 
enhance  the  price  of  the  stock  so  that  both  partnerships  might 
make  large  gains  and  profits  thereby." 

There  is  nothing  in  all  this  that  would  make  one  copart- 
nership liable  for  stock  bought  by  or  for  account  of  the  other. 
The  fact  that  the  defendant  William  S.  Woodward  was  a 
member  of  both  partnerships,  and  was  the  manager  of  both, 
does  not  alter  the  question.  I  suppose  that  two  firms  may 
appoint  one  man  their  agent,  and  each  only  be  liable  for  his 
acts  when  he  assumes  to  act  for  that  firm. 

It  is,  of  course,  immaterial  whether  these  partnerships 
were  two  separate  or  distinct  combinations  or  one  combina- 
tion, whose  object  and  scope  were  enlarged  by  subsequent 
agreement,  if  the  members  of  both  were  the  same ;  because, 
in  the  above  ease,  all,  in  any  event,  would  be  bound  for  all 
the  losses  sustained.  Therefore,  unless  it  appears  in  the 
answer  that  these  partnerships  were  formed  of  different  mem- 
bers, this  demurrer  cannot  be  sustained.     The  first  partner- 
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ship  was  formed  of  the  defendants,  eight  in  number,  and  other 
parties  whose  names  are  unknown.  The  second  partnership 
is  formed  of  the  defendants  John  F.  Tracy  and  William  8. 
"Woodward,  together  with  divers  other  persons  whose  names 
are  unknown.  It,  therefore,  appears  that  the  parties  who 
formed  the  second  combination  or  partnership  were  different 
from  those  who  formed  the  first,  and  the  two  combinations 
cannot  be  sued  in  the  same  action,  unless  each  are  liable  for 
aU  the  damages  sustained  by  the  defendants  in  the  purchase 
of  stocks  for  both.  This,  in  fact,  was  the  ground  taken  upon 
the  argument  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs,  but  I 
think  that  I  have  shown  that  there  was  no  legal  liability  upon 
the  second  partnership  for  the  losses  sustained  upon  stock 
purchased  for  the  first. 

The  demurrer  must,  therefore,  be  sustained  upon  the  second 
ground.  Plaintiff  to  be  allowed  to  amend  upon  payment  of 
costs  of  demurrer. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Peteb  Hayermans  and  others  agt.  The  Otty  of  Tbot. 

BegvXariby  in  proceedingi  to  open  streets  and  a/oenues  in  the  dty  of  Troy, 

The  charter  of  the  city  of  Troy,  in  reference  to  opening  and  widening 
streets  and  avenues,  does  not  prescribe  with  what  particularity  the  route 
of  the  proposed  street  or  ayenue  shall  be  described.  A  description  given 
in  the  petition  to  the  common  council  for  laying  out  Madison  avenue 
was  as  follows:  **  Commencing  at  the  east  end  of  Madison  street,  as 
laid  down  on  the  city  map,  and  then  extending  easterly  to  a  point  on 
the  Hollow  road,  at  or  near  the  residence  of  Michael  Grady." 

Held,  that  this  description  would  be  likely  to  locate,  with  reasonable  cer- 
tainty, the  proposed  avenue,  so  that  the  route  could  be  understood, 
which  is  all  the  charter  required,  and  was  sufficient. 

Where  the  common  council  had  approved  of  the  veto  of  the  mayor  of 
such  proceedings,  it  did  not  terminate  the  proceedings  so  as  to  require 
a  new  petition,  where,  at  the  same  meeting,  the  route  of  the  avenue  was 
somewhat  changed,  but  not  in  such  a  glaring  and  flagrant  departure 
from  the  route  designated  in  the  petition  and  notice  as  to  deprive  the 
conungn  council  of  jurisdiction  in  the  matter. 

Such  proceedmgs  are  not  fatally  defective,  in  consequence  of  the  omission 
by  the  conmiittee  appointed  by  the  common  council  to  negotiate  for  the 
land  to  make  application  to  each  land  owner  whose  land  was  to  be  taken 
for  the  avenue,  where  the  committee  had  reported  to  the  common  coun- 
cil their  inability  to  agree  with  some  of  the  land  owners  to  negotiate  or 
sell  their  land,  upon  which  report  the  common  council  proceeded  to 
apply  for  the  appointment  of  commissioners  of  estimate  and  assessment 
of  damages,  i&c.,  as  the  application  for  a  commission  did  not  prevent 
further  negotiation  for  the  land  of  those  who  were  willing  to  sell ;  and 
it  would  not,  even  after  the  appointment  of  conunissioners. 

It  is  no  objection  to  such  proceedings  that  the  proposed  route  of  the  avenue 
takes  In  a  small  portion  of  a  farm  belonging  to  the  county,  and  occupied 
for  county  purposes,  where  such  farm  will  not  be  rendered  less  valuable 
thereby. 

Special  Term  at  Chambers^  Troy^  February^  18,  1876. 
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Motion  to  diesolve  an  injunction,  and  also  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  commissionerB,  <&c. 

a.  A.  Parm&nteTj  city  attorney^  and  James  Lamsmg^  for 
motion. 

-E  Ccv)en  &  C,  E.  Patterson^  opposed. 

Ingallb,  J.  —  The  proceedings  in  laying  out  Madison 
avenue  are  not  assailed  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  collusion, 
but  for  certain  alleged  irregularities  in  the  proceedings  which 
are  claimed  by  the  plaintifife  to  render  them  void.  This 
motion  does  not  involve  a  consideration  of  the  merits  of  the 
enterprise,  whether  it  will  be  advantageous  or  not.  It  is  the 
province  of  the  common  council  and  the  local  assessors  to 
determine  that  question.  I  shall,  therefore,  only  consider 
the  legal  questions  which  are  presented. 

The  plaintiffs  insist  that  the  petition  which  was  presented 
to  the  common  council  and  the  notice  published  after  its  pre- 
sentation were  fatally  def^tive,  because  they  neither  contain 
a  description  of  the  route  of  the  proposed  avenue  with  the 
degree  of  particularity  which  the  charter  contemplates  and 
requires.  The  description  is  as  follows:  "CoDtmencing  at 
the  east  end  of  Madison  street,  as  laid  down  in  the  city  map, 
and  then  extending  easterly  to  a  point  on  the  Hollow  road, 
at  or  near  the  residence  of  Michael  Grady." 
-  The  second  section  of  title  4  of  the  charter  provides  as 
follows : 

**  Whenever  a  petition  for  opening  or  widening  any  street, 
alley,  road  or  avenue  in  said  city,  signed  by  a  suflGlcient  num- 
ber of  persons  to  warrant  the  improvement,  shall  be  presented 
to  the  common  council,  the  said  common  council  shall  cause 
a  notice  to  be  published  in  the  oflGlcial  paper  or  papers  of  the 
city  once  a  week  for  not  less  than  three  weeks  successively 
that  such  application  has  been  made  and  the  time,  which 
shall  not  be  less  than  twenty  days  after  the  first  publication 
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of  such  notice,  when  they  will  proceed  on  said  petition. 
Before  giving  notice  of  the  pendency  of  such  application  the 
said  local  assessors  shall  fix  the  limit  or  district  of  assessment, 
beyond  which  the  assessment  shall  not  extend ;  and  a  descrip- 
tion of  such  limit  or  district  shall  be  inserted  in  and  form  a 
part  of  such  notice." 

It  will  be  perceived  that  this  provision  of  the  charter  does 
not  prescribe  with  what  particularity  the  route  of  the  pro- 
posed avenue  shall  be  described.  It  requires  that  a  petition 
subscribed  by  a  sufficient  number  of  persons  to  warrant  the 
Improvement  shall  be  presented  to  the  contimbn  council,  and 
there  is  no  pretense  but  that,  in  this  particular,  the  petition 
was  sufficient.  The  object  of  the.  petition  is  obviously  to 
bring  the  proposed  improvement  to  the  attention  of  the  com- 
mon council,  and  the  route  should  be  defined  with  reasonable 
certainty  to  enable  such  body  to  understand  the  location  of 
the  proposed  avenue  so  as  to  determine  the  propriety  thereot 
It  is  apparent,  from  the  statute,  that  the  utmost  precision  in 
describing  the  route  was  not  contemplated.  No  survey  is 
required,  and,  indeed,  the  charter  is  wholly  silent  in  regard 
to  the  description  of  the  route  which  the  petition  should  con- 
tain. Hence,  it  becomes  a  question  of  construction  whether 
the  description  is  such  as  would  be  likely  to  locate,  with  rea- 
sonable certainty,  the  proposed  avenue,  so  that  the  route  could 
be  understood  with  a  view  to  the  action  which  the  common 
council,  by  the  charter,  is  required  to  take  in  such  a  proceed- 
ing. I  think  the  description  sufficient  to  answen  the  purpose 
intended.  It  enabled  the  common  council  to  determine  the 
location  of  the  proposed  avenue  with  sufficient  certainty  to 
guide  its  subsequent  proceedings;  and  there  is  nothing  to 
show  that  any  embarrassment  has  been  experienced  in  conse- 
quence of  the  want  of  a  more  particular  description  of  the 
route  {HaUock  agt.  Woolsey,  23  Wend,^  829 ;  The  People  agt 
Taylor y  34  Ba/rb.,  481 ;  The  People  agt  Oomrs.  of  High- 
ways of  Miltouy  37  JV.  r.,  360). 

It  is  further  insisted  that  when  the  common  council  approved 
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the  veto  of  the  mayor  in  regard  to  the  avenae  the  proceedings 
terminated,  and  without  a  new  petition  that  body  was  not 
authorized  to  take  auy  farther  action  in  relation  tliereto.  It 
appears  that  after  the  approval  of  such  veto,  and  at  the  same 
meeting,  the  route  of  the  proposed  avenue  was  in  some  respects 
changed,  although  not  varying  essentially  its  general  direction, 
as  appears  quite  clearly  by  the  papers  and  the  map  presented 
upon  this  motion.  Such  change  seems  to  have  been  made  with 
a  view  to  decrease  the  expense  of  the  work  by  improving  the 
route  in  regard  to  the  excavations  and  fillings  which  would  be 
required.  The  change  does  not  seem  to  be  of  a  nature  or 
extent  which  should  be  regarded  as  the  abandonment  of  the 
general  route  designated  in  the  petition  and  notice,  and  the 
substitution  of  an  entirely  new  route.  Nor  is  the  change,  in 
my  judgment,  so  radical  as  to  amount  to  the  abandonment  of 
the  proceedings  instituted  by  the  petition.  It  is  quite  appar- 
ent, from  the  provision  of  the  charter,  to  which  we  have 
referred,  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  law-makers  to 
prohibit  the  making  of  changes  in  the  route  of  a  proposed 
avenue,  when  it  could  be  improved  thereby,  or  rendered  less 
expensive,  provided  such  changes  did  not  amount  to  the 
adoption  of  an  entirely  new  route.  This  view  seems  in  har- 
mony with  the  decisions  to  which  we  have  referred.  The 
reasoning  of  judge  Nelson,  in  Hallock  agt.  Woohey  (23  Wend.^ 
329),  applies  with  force  to  the  question  we  are  considering. 
The  learned  judge  remarks :  "  We  do  not  say  but  the  depart- 
ure of  the  judges  or  commissioners  from  the  general  route 
upon  which  they  are  called  to  act  may  be  so  glaring  and  fia- 
grant  as  to  warrant  the  court  in  holding  that  they  had  exceeded 
their  jurisdiction,  but  we  are  not  to  presume  this  much  from 
the  mere  oifer  to  show  a  variation.  The  extravagance  of  the 
departure  should  be  shown,  and  to  be  of  such  a  character  that 
the  court  would  be  compelled  to  regard  tlie  proceeding  in  the 
same  light  as  if  those  officers  had  laid  out  the  road  in  the 
absence  of  the  preliminary  steps  required  by  the  statute." 
In  my  judgment,  the  facts  developed  on  this  motion  fall  far 
Vol.  L.  es 
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short  of  showing  such  a  glarmg  and  flagrant  departure  from 
the  route  designated  by  the  petition  and  notice  as  to  deprive 
the  common  council  of  jurisdiction  in  the  matter.  If  not, 
their  action  in  adopting  the  route  with  the  changes  whidi 
were  made  must  be  r^arded  as  perfecting  and  carrying  out, 
under  the  charter,  the  proceedings  initiated  by  the  presenta- 
tion of  the  original  petition.  It  would  seem  an  unnecessarily 
rigid  rule  to  hold  that  the  common  council  had  not  the  power 
to  depart,  in  any  particular,  fi*om  a  route  indicated  by  a  peti- 
tion. In  the  Matter  of  Opening  Rouse  Aventce  the  court  held 
that  it  was  competent  to  abandon  a  portion  of  the  route,  and 
that,  too,  after  commissioners  were  appointed  to  estimate  the 
damages.  And  further,  that  after  such  change  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  common  council  to  appoint  a  committee  to  negotiate 
for  the  purchase  of  the  land.  This  decision  seems  to  bear 
directly  upon  the  question  whether  a  change  in  a  route  of  an 
avenue  has  the  effect  to  discharge  the  proceedings.  The 
decision  in  that  case  assumes,  necessarily,  the  position  that 
the  proceedings  continue,  and  jurisdiction  is  retained  by  the 
common  council  (eeey  aleoy  The  People  agt.  Taylor^  89  Barb.^ 
481). 

The  common  council  having  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the 
matter  by  the  presentation  of  the  petition,  the  same  wits 
retained  until  the  proceedings  were  formally  discharged,  or 
such  jurisdiction  became  terminated  by  some  flagrant  irregu- 
larity or  omission;  neither  of  which  has  occurred  in  this 
matter.  In  the  absence  of  fraud  a  proceeding  should  tiot  be 
declared  void  siujply  because  we  may  differ  with  a  public 
body  in  regard  to  the  precise  manner  a  duty  should  be  dis- 
charged, when  the  performance  of  such  duty  involves  rather 
form  than  substance,  and  especially  so  when  there  is  a  discre- 
tion to  exercise.  Doubtless,  a  route  established  by  accurate 
survey,  rendering  the  same  mathematically  certain,  would,  to 
many  minds,  be  preferable,  but  no  such  particularity  is 
required  or  contemplated  by  the  charter.  The  charter  ema- 
nated from  the  law-making  power,  where  the  authority  rests 
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to  preecribe  the  manner  and  under  what  circamstanceB  private 
property  shall  be  devoted  to  public  purposes,  and  jurisdiction 
is  acquired  and  preserved  bj  those  executing  the  statute  so 
long  as  the  requirements  are  observed  with  reason  and  discre- 
tion {The  People  agt  Shrdth,  21  If.  T.,  695). 

It  is  further  insisted  that  the  proceedings  are  fSsitallj  defect- 
ive in  consequence  of  the  omission  by  the  committee  appointed 
by  the  common  council  to  negotiate  for  the  land,  to  so  apply 
to  each  land  owner  whose  land  was  to  be  taken  for  said  avenue. 
It  appears  that  the  committee  did  not  apply  to  all  of  such 
land  owners,  but  it  does  appear  that  they  did  apply  to  one  of 
such  owners,  who  refused  to  negotiate  or  sell,  and  thereupon 
the  committee  reported  to  the  common  council  such  failure 
and  inability  to  agree.  And  the  common  council,  by  resolu- 
lution,  directed  the  city  attorney  to  apply  for  the  appointment 
of  commissioners  to  estimate  the  expense  of  the  improvement, 
and  the  amount  of  damages  to  be  sustaiped  by  the  owners  of 
the  land  and  the  buildings  to  be  taken. 

The  said  second  section  provides  as  follows :  ^^  If  the  com- 
mon council  shall  deem  it  proper  to  permit  such  improvement 
to  be  made,  they  shall  so  decide  by  resolution,  and  appoint  a 
committee  to  negotiate  for  the  lands  required  for  said  improve- 
ment ;  and  if  a  purchase  of  the  land  is  made,  the  sum  agreed 
upon  to  be  paid  therefor  shall  be  assessed  upon  the  property 
benefited,  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  title.  If  they 
cannot  agree,  they  shall  so  report,  &c." 

The  committee  reported  to  the  common  council  that  they 
could  not  agree  with  the  owners  of  the  land  for  the  purchase 
thereof.  Thereupon  the  common  council  adopted  the  resolu- 
tion directing  the  city  attorney  to  apply  for  the  appointment 
of  commissioners.  The  question  presented  is,  whether  the 
omission  by  the  committee  to  negotiate  with  every  land 
owner  rendered  the  proceedings  irregular  and  void.  While 
it  seems  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  favor 
the  procuring  of  the  land  for  such  purpose  by  purchase,  rather 
than  by  commission,  yet  when,  by  the  report  of  the  committee, 
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it  appeared  that  the  land  required  could  not  be  procured  by 
purchase,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  was  competent  for  the 
common  council  to  act  upon  the  report  and  apply  for  the 
appointment  of  commissioners.  In  case  there  is  a  failure  to 
purchase  the  most  inconsiderable  portion  of  the  land,  a  com- 
mission is  indispensable.  No  other  course  can  be  pursued. 
The  fact  is  undisputed  that  at  least  one  landowner  absolutely 
refused  to  sell  his  land,  or  even  to  negotiate.  Such  refusal 
being  reported  to  the  common  council,  authorized  the  appoint- 
ment of  commissioners.  I  do  not  think  it  necessarily  follows 
that  the  application  for  a  commission  prevents  further  negotia- 
tion for  the  land  of  those  who  are  willing  to  sell.  Indeed, 
it  was  decided  in  The  House  Avenue  CaaCy  to  which  we  have 
referred,  that  even  after  the  appointment  of  commissioners  it 
was  proper  to  procure  the  land  by  purchase  and  abandon  the 
commission.  It  must  be  remembered  that  the  commissioners 
have  a  two-fold  duty  to  perform :  1st.  To  estimate  the  expense 
of  the  improvement.  2d.  The  amount  of  damages  to  be 
sustained  by  the  owners  of  the  land.  In  case  all  the  land 
required  for  any  such  improvement  can  be  procured  by  agree- 
ment, I  infer  from  the  provisions  of  the  charter  that  the 
expense  of  the  improvement  may  be  estimated  by  a  committee 
instead  of  by  commissioners.  While  it  would  seem  more 
satisfactory  for  the  committee  to  apply  to  each  landowner, 
and  report  to  the  common  council  the  result  of  the  negotiation 
before  any  further  action  should  be  taken  by  that  body,  yet  I 
do  not  think  that  course  indispensable.  The  charter  does  not, 
in  terms,  require  it,  nor  do  I  discover  that  the  rights  of  any 
party  would  be  likely  to  be  prejudiced  by  such  omission. 

All  that  the  charter  required  in  this  particular  seems  to 
have  been  substantially  observed,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
common  council  preserved.  The  question  is  not  whether  the 
proceedings  have  not  been  conducted  in  the  most  judicious 
manner,  but  whether  jurisdiction  has  been  lost  in  consequence  . 
of  neglect  or  mismanagement.  When  this  question  was  pre- 
sented upon  the  argument,  my  mind  was  impressed  with  the 
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conviction  that  the  neglect  to  negotiate  with  each  land  owner 
presented  a  serious  obstacle  to  the  application  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  commissioners,  but-farther  examination  and  reflection 
have  convinced  me  that  it  is  much  less  formidable  than  it  first 
appeared.  It  will  be  observed  that,  by  the  said  second  section 
of  the  charter,  each  land  owner  receives  notice  of  the  appoint- 
ment of  commissioners  —  those  residing  in  the  city  personally, 
others  by  mail.  In  the  course  of  the  proceedings  the  avenue 
is  accurately  surveyed  and  described,  and  so  far  as  the  facts 
appear  upon  this  motion,  the  location  thereof  seems  to  have 
been  well  understood,  and  no  mistake  or  surprise  is  pretended. 

It  is  further  insisted  that  it  is  unauthorized  and  unlawful 
to  appropriate  for  another  public  use  any  portion  of  the  farm 
owned  by  the  county  of  Rensselaer  and  devoted  to  the  care 
of  the  poor  of  the  county.  It  appears  that  but  a  small  por- 
tion of  said  farm,  and  that,  too,  upon  the  north  bounds 
thereof,  is  proposed  to  be  taken,  and  that  such  farm  will  not 
be  rendered  less  valuable  or  useful  for  the  purpose  to  which 
it  is  devoted.  We  have  been  referred  to  the  case  In  the 
Matter  of  the  Boston  and  Albany  R,  E.  Co.  (53  If.  Z.,  575). 
That  case  does  not  establish  any  principle  wh\ch,  in  my  judg- 
ment, interferes  with  the  right  to  take  the  land.  We  are  not 
unmindful  of  the  fact  that  these  proceedings  involve  the  tak- 
ing of  private  property  for  a  public  purpose,  and  therefore 
the  statute  must  be  strictly  followed,  yet  that  injunction 
should  be  obeyed  with  reason.  A  rule  of  construction  is 
well  stated  by  the  court  in  Hart  agt.  Cleis  (8  Johna.j  41),  as 
follows :  "  It  is  the  duty  of  courts  so  to  construe  statutes  as  to 
meet  the  mischief  and  advance  the  remedy,  and  not  to  violate 
fundamental  principles."  If  courts  should  be  diligent  to  dis- 
cover, and  disposed  to  magnify  defects  in  proceedings  of  this 
nature,  and  adopt  a  severe  and  technical  rule  'of  construction, 
very  few  such  proceedings  could  be  sustained.  Such,  how- 
ever, is  not  the  practice. 

I  conclude  that  there  are  no  irregularities  in  the  proceed- 
ings which  render  them  inoperative  and  void.    The  injunction 
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muBt  be  diesolved  and  the  application  for  the  appointment  of 
oommiBsioners  sustained.  It  will  become  the  duty  of  the 
local  assessors  to  determine,  npon  the  merits,  whether  the 
avenue  will  be  of  sufficient  value  and  advantage  as  a  public 
work  to  justify  the  expense  of  its  establishment 

Decision  affirmed  at  General  Term. 

No  opinion  written. 
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Smith  agt.  MoDokald, 

MsUon  to  aet  awU  wibpcma  dttces  tecwn—eoMmination  of  defendant  brfere 

trial, 

A  iubpcBna  duees  tecum  may  be  resorted  to  on  the  examination  of  any  person 
ae  a  witness,  whether  a  party  or  not,  and  whether  he  be  examined  at  the 
trial,  or  previously. 

But  a  mbpana  duces  tecum  may  not  be  used  as  a  means  of  obtaining  a  dis- 
coYery,  and  the  party  calling  for  the  production  of  books  and  papers  on 
the  preliminary  examination  of  a  party,  or  other  witness,  before  trial,  will 
be  required  to  pursue  the  examination  with  respect  to  their  contents,  in 
the  same  manner,  and  subject  to  the  same  rules  as  if  the  trial  were 
actuaUy  proceeding  in  court. 

There  is  no  discrepancy  between  sections  890  and  891  of  the  Code,  provid- 
ing for  the  examination  of  a  defendant  as  a  witness  before  trial,  and 
section  888,  under  which,  in  certain  cases,  an  inspection  and  copy  of 
books  and  papers  may  be  obtained. 

Special  Termy  Jcmuwryy  1876. 

Motion  to  set  aside  eubpc&MJk  ducee  iectmiy  issued  on  the 
examination  of  defendant  as  a  witness,  before  trial,  pursuant 
to  sections  390  and  391  of  the  Code.  • 

M.  M.  BudUmgy  for  plaintiff. 

BlumeneUd  <&  Aechery  for  defendants. 

Sandfobd,  J. —  The  defendant  contends  that  the  only  mode 
in  which  his  adversary  can,  before  trial,  secure  evidence  con- 
tained in  the  books  of  account  kept  by  him,  or  in  documents 
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of  which  he  has  the  exclusive  possession,  is  by  an  application 
for  "  discovery,"  under  section  388  of  the  Code,  and  according 
to  the  requirements  of  supreme  court  rules  18,  19  and  20 ; 
in  other  words,  that  the  plain  and  express  provisions 
of  sections  890  and  391,  which  authorize  the  compulsory 
examination  of  a  party  as  a  witness  at  the  instance  of 
the  adverse  party,  before  trial,  "in  the  same  manner,  and 
subject  to  the  same  rules  of  examination  as  any  other  wit- 
ness," must  be  rejected,  as  repugnant  to,  or  inconsistent  with, 
the  privileges  accorded  by  section  388,  under  which,  in  certain 
cases,  an  inspection  and  copy  of  books  and  papers  containing 
evidence  relating  to  the  merits,  may  be  obtained  through  the 
order  of  the  court  or  a  judge  or  justice  thereof,  in  their 
discretion. 

It  is  a  settled  rule  of  construction,  that  if  there  be  a  dis- 
crepancy between  two  statutes,  or  different  pai'ts  of  the  same 
statute,  such  an  exposition  of  them  should  be  made  as  will 
enable  both  to  operate  and  have  effect. 

But  I  think  there  is  no  discrepancy  between  the  two  sec- 
tions of  the  Code  which  prescribe  the  reuiedies  now  in  ques- 
tion. The  purpose  to  be  attained  by  the  one  is  entirely 
different  from  that  contemplated  by  the  other,  and  both  may 
be  properly  pursued  in  the  same  cause,  either  concurrently  or 
at  different  stages  of  the  litigation,  as  the  exigencies  of  the 
case  may  require.  The  books  or  papers,  of  which  an  inspec- 
tion or  copy  is  procured  under  section  388,  do  not  thereby 
become  evidence  in  the  cause.  The  party  producing  them 
may  not;  by  virtue  of  their  production,  use  them  as  evidence 
in  his  own  favor ;  and  he  at  whose  instance  they  are  pro- 
duced must,  upon  the  trial,  if  he  would  put  them  in  evidence, 
resort  to  the  same  process  and  subject  to  the  same  rules,  with 
respect  to  their  production  and  admissibility  as  if  no  such  dis- 
covery had  been  made.  But  if  called  for  and  produced  under 
suhpoBna  duces  tecum,  whether  at  or  before  the  trial,  the  party 
calling  for  them  does  so  at  his  peril,  and  if  he  decline  to  put 
them  in  evidence,  his  adversary  is  at  liberty  to  offer  them  in 


NEW  YORK  PRAOTIOB  REPORTS.  521 

Smith  agt.  McDonald. 

hlB  own  behalf,  if  they  are  material,  notwithetanding  their 
inadmissibility  as  evidence  in  his  favor,  except  for  such  call. 

I  think  a  ^ubpmna  duces  tecum  may  be  resorted  to  on  the 
examination  of  any  person  as  a  witness,  whetlier  a  party  or 
not,  and  whether  he  be  examined  at  the  trial,  or  previously ; 
and  that  it  would  be  unreasonable  and  unjust  to  withhold  that 
process  merely  because  a  discovery  is  also  allowed,  under  cer- 
tain special  circumstances.  But  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  may 
not  be  used  as  a  means  of  obtaining  a  discovery,  and  the 
party  calling  for  the  production  of  books  and  papers,  on  the 
preliminary  examination  of  a  party  or  other  witness  before 
trial,  will  be  required  to  pursue  the  examination,  with  respect 
to  their  contents,  in  the  same  manner,  and  subject  to  the 
same  rules  as  if  the  trial  were  actually  proceeding  in  court. 

I  am  aware  that  there  is  some  conflict  of  decision,  in  the 
different  courts,  on  this  question ;  but  the  conclusion  at  which 
I  have  arrived  is  amply  sustained,  not  only  by  the  informal 
direction  of  judge  Sbdowiok,  already  made  in  the  case  at  bar 
(to  which  I  should  unhesitatingly  defer,  even  were  my  own 
views  in  conflict  with  his),  but  by  repeated  adjudications  of 
the  appellate  branch  of  this  court,  to  whose  authority  I  am 
bound  to  submit  (  Valunte  agt.  Dychraan^  24  IIow,  Pr.  H., 
222 ;  Central  National  Bank  agt.  Arthur^  2  Sweeney,  194 ; 
Central  National  Bank  agt.  White,  37  Sup'r  Ct,,  297).  This 
motion  must  be  denied,  with  costs. 
Vol.  L  66 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Oabdikbb  L.  Spofford  and  Joseph  L.  Spoffobd  agt.  Thi 

TsxAB  ItAjxD  GoxPANT  and  otherg. 

MMm  to  di$9olve  ir^uncUon-^ foreign  eorporaU&n, 

In  this  case  hdd,  that  the  directors  of  this  foreign  land  company,  who  are 
to  pass  upon  the  purchase  of  the  lands,  will  act,  while  they  have  in 
charge  the  interests  of  the  plaintifiBs,  as  their  represoitativw;  and  they 
are  forbidden,  by  a  principle  of  law,  from  voting  upon  a  proposition  to 
sell  land  to  the  company,  in  which  land  they  have  an  interest,  unless  the 
plainti^  consent  to  the  sale. 

For  these  reasons  the  ii\]unction  should  be  continued,  so  far  as  it  forbids 
the  consummation  of  the  present  arrangement  for  the  purchase  of  the 
Brazos,  or  Brazoria  lands,  and  may  be  modifie'd  so  as  to  forbid  any  of 
the  defendants  who  are  interested  in  those  lands  from  voting  as  directors 
or  acting  officially  in  regard  to  any  fUture  proposition  to  purchase  them. 

Jurisdiction  over  the  corporation  being  taken,  at  present,  only  for  the 
purposes  of  such  injunction. 

Special  Terrn^  February^  1876. 

Sedgwiok,  J, —  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  porchase  of  the 
Brazos  and  Brazoria  lands  is  not  beyond  the  corporate  powers 
of  the  Texas  Land  Company,  by  reason  of  the  sugar  planta- 
tion being  a  part  of  them.  It  is  conceded  the  company  has 
power  to  purchase  lands  "  to  promote  immigration  to  Texas, 
and  thus  facilitate  the  sale  and  purchase  and  settlement  of 
land  by  emigration,  to  introduce  laborers  and  skilled  work- 
men and  capitalists  into  the  state."  The  production  of  sugar 
on  the  lands  is  not  an  unusual  method  of  putting  them  to 
use.  Land  improved  in  the  way  suited  to  the  climate  and 
soil  is  a  greater  attraction  to  skilled  laborers  and  capitalists 
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than  would  be  nnimproved  lands.  Bat  it  is  not  necessuy  to 
dedde  this  point. 

So  far  as  the  testimony  discloses  the  character  and  by-laws 
of  the  company,  the  stockholders,  or  a  majority  of  them,  are 
not  aothorized  to  do  any  corporate  act  Under  any  circnm- 
stances,  a  majority  of  stockholders  conld  not  control  any 
interests  of  any  of  the  minority  that  were  individual  and 
personal  rights  or  interests.  So  far  as  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiffs goes,  to  exercise  the  choice  of  ratifying  or  ref  osing  to 
ratify  a  transaction  voidable  at  his  own  will,  a  majority  of 
individaals,  similarly  sitoated,  cannot  annnl  it.  In  the  present 
case,  the  action  of  a  majority  of  the  stockholders  woald  be 
V9idable  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  same  reason  it  is  alleged  the 
action  of  the  directors  woald  be. 

In  the  present  case,,  the  conrt  shonld  not  undertake  to 
weigh  the  considerations  for  or  against  the  purchase,  which 
refer  only  to  the  expediency  of  the  purchase,  whether  it  is 
likely  to  be  profitable,  or  whether  it  will  actually  result  in 
the  objects  which  the  corporation  is  formed  to  promote. 
Any  lawful  exercise  of  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  the 
directors,  in  passing  upon  these  matters,  is  final;  nor,  in  my 
opinion,  do  the  plaintiffs  make  out  a  strong  case  on  their  own 
side  on  this  point.  They,  at  least,  do  not  show  any  abuse  of 
the  powers  of  discretion,  or  show  that  the  individual  defend- 
ants are  not  acting  in  actual  good  faith. 

The  plaintifib,  however,  daim  the  benefit  of  a  principle  of 
law  which  has  no  regard  to  actual  good  faith,  but  is  founded 
npon  a  restriction  by  the  law  of  the  powers  of  persons  acting 
in  a  fiduciary  relation,  lest  abuses  may  occur.  These  restric- 
tions do  not  relate  only  to  formal  and  technical  trusts  where 
there  are  trustees  and  oeetuis  que  trusty  specifically  so  called. 
This  principle  applies  to  executors,  administrators,  guardians, 
attorneys  at  law,  general  and  special  agents,  assignees,  com- 
missioners, sheriffs,  and  all  persons,  judicial  or  private,  minis- 
terial or  counseling,  who,  in  any  respect,  have  a  concern  in 
the  sale  of  the  property  of  others.    It  extends  to  sales  by 
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public  auction,  and  to  judicial  sales  as  well  as  to  private  ones, 
and  applies  to  purchases,  direct  and  indirect,  in  person  or 
through  an  agent,  or  by  the  medium  of  a  person  who  subse- 
quently reconveys  to  the  trustees,  and  to  purchases  made  by 
the  trustee  as  agent  for  a  third  person,  and  to  purchases  in 
which  he  is  to  have  a  partial  interest,  as  well  as  those  in  which 
he  is  exclusively  concerned  (1  Leading  Gases  in  JEq,^p.  209; 
Fax  agt.  Macreihy  and  the  notes  to  it).  In  this  case  the 
directors,  who  are  to  pass  upon  the  purchase  of  the  lands, 
will  act  while  they  have  in  charge  the  interests  of  the  plaintiffi 
as  their  representatives,  and  they  are  forbidden  by  the  prin- 
ciple alluded  to  from  voting  upon  a  proposition  to  sell  land 
to  the  company  in  which  land  they  have  an  interest,  unless 
the  plaintifls  consent  to  the  sale.  The  principle  applies  to 
any^  interest,  however  small  {Butts  agt.  Woody  37  N'.  T".,  p. 
317). 

For  these  reasons  the  injunction  should  be  continued,  so 
far  as  it  forbids  the  consummation  of  the  present  arrange- 
ment for  the  purchase  of  the  Brazos,  or  Brazoria  lands,  and 
may  be  modified  so  as  to  forbid  any  of  the  present  defendants 
who  are  interested  in  those  lands  from  voting  as  directors  or 
acting  officially  in  regard  to  any  future  proposition  to  pur- 
chase them.  I  do  not  think  proper  to  seem  to  assume  posi- 
tive and  direct  jurisdiction  over  the  corporate  acts  of  the 
Texas  Land  Company,  as  it  is  a  corporation  of  Texas  and 
the  corporate  acts  are  to  be  competently  done  there  under 
the  supervision  of  her  courts  and  her  law.  The  injunction 
should  be  restricted  to  the  officers  and  agents  of  the  corpora- 
tion within  this  state,  on  whom  the  injunction  order  is  served, 
and  to  the  individual  defendants.  Jurisdiction  over  the  cor- 
poration being  taken,  at  present,  only  for  the  purposes  of 
such  injunction. 

The  order  to  be  made  should  be  settled  on  notice. 
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OONTAINDIG  THl  WHOLB  OP 
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6  AND  6  Hun,  69  and  60  JV.  Y.  Reports, 


ABATEMENT  AND  REVIVAL. 

1.  Actions  on  contract  against  de- 
fendants jointly  liable,  do  not 
abate  by  the  death  of  one  or  more 
defendants;  but  the  death  should 
appear  by  suggestion  on  the  rec- 
ord, and  the  action  should  proceed 
against  the  surviving  defendants. 
{Livermare  agt.  BushneU^  5  JJwn, 
285.) 

2.  The  personal  representatives  of 
the  deceased  cannot  be  joined  in 
such  a  case.    (Id.)    • 

8.  The  action  given  by  the  statute 
(3  Edm.y  735,  sec.  12)  against  the 
trustees  of  a  corporation  for  a 
failure  to  file  the  report  required 
thereby,  is  penal  in  its  character, 
and  does  not  survive  against  the 
executor  of  a  deceased  trustee. 
{Bank  of  Califimia  agt  (Mitm,  5 
Hun,  209.) 

4  Plaintiff,  after  the  commencement 
of  this  action,  married.  Upon 
agreement  of  the  parties  made 
thereafter  in  open  court,  an  order 
of  reference  was  entered  which 
contained  a  provision  that  her  hus- 
band might  be  brought  in  or  her 
real  name  be  entered  if  required. 
On  appearance  before  the  referee 
defendant's  counsel  objected  to 
proceeding,  because  the  action  had 
not  been  revived  or  continued  in 
such  name.  The  referee  decided 
that  ho  had  jurisdiction  to  proceed, 
and  that  plaintiff  *s  counsel  could 


enter  an  order  of  substitution  be- 
fore the  trial  closed,  and  an  ex  parte 
order  was  entered  and  produced. 
Heid^  no  error;  that  the  action  did 
not  abate  by  the  marriage  of  plain- 
tiff, and  the  substitution  of  plain- 
tiff's newly  acquired  name  was  a 
mere  matter  of  form,  which  was 
waived  by  defendant  s  consent  to 
the  order  of  reference;  and  that  if 
there  was  any  irregularity  in  the 
order  of  substitution  entered,  it 
should  have  been  corrected  by 
motion.  (Mopes  agt.  Snyder^  59 
N.  r.,  450.) 

5.  An  order  reviving  an  action 
against  the  representatives  of  a 
deceased  defendant,  sued  jointly 
with  others,  is  not  reviewable 
here.  (Arthur  agt.  Gnswoldy  60 
N.  r.,143.) 

6.  If  the  cause  of  action  does  not 
survive  against  said  representa- 
tives, that  obiection  is  available 
on  the  trial ;  if  it  survives,  but  a 
joint  judgment  cannot  be  rendered 
against  them  and  the  surviving 
defendants,  a  separate  judgment 
may  be  rendereSi,  or  the  court 
may  direct  plaintiff  to  proceed 
separately  against  each  class  of 
defendants.  The  order,  there- 
fore, does  not  affect  a  substantial 
right.    (Id.) 

ACTION. 

1.  The  complaint,  which  sets  out 
the  facts  in  detail,  in  this  action, 
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shows  that  the  action  is  brought 
to  recover  from  the  defendant 
Thomas  C.  Fields  $459,977.79, 
which  was  ille^lly  paid  to  him 
bv  the  corporation  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  the  other  defendant, 
who,  with  notice  and  full  knowl- 
edge, acquiesced  in  the  fraudulent 
receipt  and  misapplication  of  such 
moneys  by  Fields — the  defendant 
Fields  claiming  to  have  received 
such  moneys  as  assignee  of  a  num- 
ber of  firemen  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  The  prater  for  reliefasked 
a  pudgnient  against  the  defendant 
Fields,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs, 
for  the  sum  of  money  above  men- 
tioned, with  interest  and  costs. 
The  defendant  corporation  did  not 
answer.  (People  agt.  Fields^  ante, 
481.) 

d.  On  the  first  trial  the  court  of  ap- 
peals held  that  the  plaintitis  were 
not  entitled  to  a  judgment  in  their 
fovor  for  the  money  illegally  and 
fraudulenUy  taken  from  the  city 
of  New  York.  They  sought  a 
l^al  judgment,  founded  upon  a 
supposed  legal  and  technical  right 
of  the  plaintiffs  to  the  money,  in 
their  own  right,  when  it  appeared 
that,  in  fact,  it  belonged  to  the 
city  of  New  York.    (Id.) 

8.  On  the  present,  second  trial,  the 
plaintiff  ask  the  oomt  for  leave  to 
amend  the  prayer  of  the  complaint 
so  that  it  shall  demand  to  recover 
the  Judgment  therein  prayed  for 
for  the  ben^t  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  and  that  the  recovery  and 
judgment  shall  show  that  the 
monevs  awarded  thereby  to  be 
I>aid  by  the  defendant  Fields  to 
tbe  plaintiffs  shall  be  so  paid  to 
the  latter  as  the  trustees  of  and 
for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant 
the  city  of  New  YoA. 

Held,  that  the  action  can  be 
maintained  under  the  amendment 
asked,  and,  also,  by  force  of  the 
statute  of  1875  authorizing  the 
people  to  bring  actions  in  certain 
cases. 

Heldf  also,  that  it  is  proper,  even 
at  this  late  stage  of  the  cause,  to 


allow  the  amendment  asked  for 
(Chde,  M6.  178).    (Li.) 

4.  The  amendment  allowed  on  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  of  the  defendant 
Fields  up  to  the  present  trial ;  such 
costs,  however,  shall  be  a  credit 
and  allowance  upon  the  recovery 
in  this  action,    (id.) 

5.  Every  incidental  or  interlocutory 
application  for  relief  in  either  an 
action  or  special  proceeding, 
whether  before  or  after  judg;ment^ 
is  a  step  taken  in  the  action  or 
special  proceeding,  as  the  case 
may  be,  and  is  not  a  new  and 
independent  proceeding.  (PUkin 
agt  Oooky^  5  jETun,  48.) 

When  in  tort  and  not  on  contract. 
(See  Peek  agt.  Boat,  5  JElfun,  547.) 

Power  of  an  attomev  to  compro- 
mise action.  (See  MandevQle  agt 
Beynolda,  5  Hun,  888.) 

6.  These  actions  were  brought  upon 
judgments  recovered  in  the  state 
of  Mississippi  by  the  firm  of  Wm. 
R  Greene  k  Co.  In  the  title  of 
the  actions,  in  which  the  judg- 
ments were  recovered,  following 
the  firm  name,  were  the  words. 
**  use  of  Edward  A.  Greene,"  and 
in  the  bodv  of  the  declarations, 
after  the  firm  name,  was  added, 
*'  who  sue  for  the  use  of  Edward 
A.  Greene."  The  declarations 
prayed  for  judgment  for  Wm.  R 
Greene  &  Co.,  and  the  verdict  and 
judgments  were  in  their  favor. 
In  these  actions  brought  by  Ed- 
ward A.  Greene,  in  tiiis  state,  held^ 
that  the  allegations  in  the  former 
suits  as  to  his  interest  in  the  sub- 
ject-matter tiiereof  were  not  tra- 
versable, and  that  the  recoveiy  of 
the  judgment  did  not  establish  hia 
interest  tiierein.  (Oreene  agL 
Niagara  Ins.  Oo.,  6  Hun,  128.) 

7.  The  provision  of  the  Code  requir- 
ing all  actions  to  be  prosecuted  in 
the  name  of  the  real  party  in  in- 
terest, applies  to  a  person  liaving 
the  title  to  the  instrument  on  whicK 
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the  action  is  brought,  even  though 
the  proceeds,  when  recovered  by 
him,  are  to  be  paid  over  to  another 
pmon  ultimately  entitled  to  re- 
ceive them  from  him.    {Id.) 

8.  PUuntiff  brought  this  action  to 
foredoee  a  mortgage  given  to  him, 
and  which  he  had  assigned  to  the 
defendant  M.  as  collateral  security 
for  a  debt  which  was  unpaid  at 
the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
this  action.  The  mortgagor  de- 
murred on  the  grounds,  mat  plain- 
tiff could  not  maintain  the  action 
as  he  had  assigned  his  mortgage, 
and  that  M.  should  be  m^e  a 
pkdntifl,  and  not  a  defendant. 
Mdd  (1),  that  plaintiff  could  main- 
tain the  action,  notwithstanding 
the  assignment;  (2),  that,  in  any 
event,  so  long  as  the  assi^ee  was 
a  party  and  did  not  object,  the 
mortgagor  could  not  raise  the  ques- 
tion, (^imeon  agt  SaUerlee^  6  Hun. 
805.) 

9.  Where  an  action  is  brought  to  re- 
cover goods  fraudulently  obtained, 
against  one  who  is  not  a  bona  fide 

Surchaser  from  the  original  ven- 
ee,  no  demand  is  necessarv  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  the 
action.  The  tortious  acquisition 
of  the  property  by  the  first  vendee 
affects  the  subsequent  purchaser 
as  well  as  the  original  taker,  and 
he  is  equally  a  trespasser  or  tort 
feasor.  {Salaman  agt  Von  Praag, 
6  Bun,  529.) 

10.  The  plaintiff  brought  this  action 
to  recover  money  placed  by  her 
in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  as 
her  attorney,  alleging  in  the  com- 
plaint, that  the  defendant   *'re- 

,  caived  said  monejrs  and  securities 
as  her  attorney  and  agent,  and 
promised  and  agreed  to  hold  the 
same  for  her,  and  to  account  for 
and  pay  over  the  same  to  her  when 
demanded."  The  complaint  also 
aU^^  that  the  defendant  had 
misapplied  and  appropriated  the 
money  to  his  own  use.  BiUd,  that 
the  action  was  on  contract,  and 
not  in  tort,  and  that  a  reference 


ought  properly  be  ordered  therein. 
{mrden  agt.  OortfeU,  6  Hun,  522.) 

11.  An  action  upon  a  promissory  note 
given  to  a  sub-contractor  as  col- 
lateral security  for  the  payment  of 
work  contracted  to  be  done  by  him 
tn  the  construction  or  repair  of  a 
building,  may  be  maintained  sim- 
ultaneously with  proceedings  to 
enforce  a  mechanic's  lien  fil^  by 
him  against  the  premises ;  but  there 
can  be  but  one  satisfaction.  {Gfamh- 
ling  agt  HcUght,  69  N.  T.,  854.) 

12.  Where  material  questions  of  fhct 
arise,  in  reference  to  which  the 
evidence  is  conflicting^  a  party 
seeking  relief  should  be  left  to  an 
action,  providing  it  can  be  obtained 
in  that  form,  rather  than  to  deter- 
mine the  question  upon  motion 
and  upon  ex  parte  afflaavits.  (HSU 
agt.  Hermam,  59  N.  F.,  896.) 


AFFIDAVIT. 

Short  summons — what  affidavit  re- 
quired—  when  affidavit  sufficient. 
{See  Wende  agt  Bradlsy,  5  Hun, 
518.) 

Short  summons — what  affidavit  suf- 
ficient {See  Olark  agt.  WeUing- 
ton,  5  Hun,  689.) 

1.  Where  the  affidavit  that  no  an- 
swer or  demurrer  has  been  served, 
filed  with  the  clerk  for  the  pur- 

Sose  of  perfecting  a  judgment  by 
e&ult,  is  properly  sworn  to  before 
a  proper  officer  who  neglects  to 
sign  the  Jurat,  and  the  omission  is 
not  discovered  until  after  the  entry 
of  iudgment,  the  court  has  power, 
and  it  is  within  its  discretion,  to 
permit  the  officer  to  sign,  nunc  pro 
tunc  {Code,  eee.  174);  and  the  exer- 
cise of  this  discretion  is  not  review- 
able here.  {Faweett  agt.  Vary,  59 
Jf.  r.,  597.) 

2.  A  sworn  complaint  mav  be  re- 
^urded  as  an  affidavit  when  pre- 
■ented  with  other  affidavits  for  the 
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purpose  of  procuring  an  order  of 
arrest     (Palmer  agt  Hvssey.  59 

N,  7.,  647.) 


ALIENS. 

1.  Where  an  owner  of  real  estate 
dies  possessed  thereof,  leaving  a 
widow  and  two  infant  children, 
also  leaving  three  brothers  ana 
one  sister,  all  residing  in  Ireland 
and  aliens,  except  one  naturalized 
brother  residing  here,  on  the  death, 
a  few  years  subsequently  to  the 
owner^s  death,  of  the  widow  and 
the  two  infant  children,  the  title  to 
the  premises  vests  absolutely  in 
the  naturalized  brother,  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  the  other  brothers  and 
sisters.  {Leary  agt.  Leary^  ante, 
122.) 

2.  The  title  to  such  premises  does 
not  escheat  to  the  state,  and  the 

Sossession  thereof  for  twenty  years 
oes  not  ripen  into  an  adverse  pos- 
session where  the  occupant  has 
been  an  alien  for  five  years  of  that 
time  and  not  entitled  to  hold  real 
estate.    {Id.) 


ALIMONY. 

1.  In  an  action  for  divorce,  a  mnculo 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  over 
the  subject-matter  of  the  action 
and  over  the  parties,  in  respect  to 
all  matters  involved  in  it,  termi- 
nates with  the  entry  of  final  judg- 
ment therein,  save  for  the  enforce- 
ment or  correction  of  the  judg- 
ment. (Kamp  agt  Kamp,  59  Jv. 
r.,212.) 

2.  Where  the  action  is  by  the  wife, 
her  claim  for  alimony  is  to  be 
determined  by  the  situation  of 
herself  and  husband  at  the  time 
of  making  the  decree.  If  no  pro- 
vision for  her  is  made  therein,  it 
is  to  be  presumed  that  the  court 
decided  adversely  to  her  claim  and 
the  decree  is  equally  final  as  if  such 
provision  had  been  made,    '^he 


court  has  no  power,  on  subsequent 
application  showing  circumstances 
thereafter  arising,  to  award  ali- 
mony.   {Id.) 

3.  Where,  upon  such  an  application, 
an  order  is  made  granting  an  al- 
lowance for  alimony,  the  defend- 
ant, although  he  appeared  and  op- 
posed, is  not  limited  to  an  appeal 
from  the  order,  but  may,  when 
proceedings  are  being  taken  to 
collect  the  allowance,  move  at 
special  term  to  have  the  order  set 
aside  on  the  ground  of  want  of 
jurisdiction  (Gbovbb  and  Fol- 
OBB,  c/7.,  dissenting),    {Id.) 


AMENDMENT. 

See  Action. 

People  agt.  Fields,  ante,  481. 

Of  complaint — when  not  allowed. 
{See  Weeks  agt.  ffoi/ty  5  Hun,  847.) 

Of  complaint  in  action  under  chap- 
ter 49,  1875,  requiring  interest  of 
the  city  of  New  Yo&  to  be  set 
up  therein  —  when  improperly 
ordered.  {See  People  agt  Tweed,  5 
Hun,  353.) 

1.  Where  the  afiidavit  that  no  an- 
swer or  demurrer  has  been  served, 
filed  with  the  clerk  for  the  pur- 
pose of  perfecting  a  judgment  by 
default,  is  properly  sworn  to  be- 
fore a  proper  ofilcer  whq  neglects 
to  sign  the  jurat,  and  the  omission 
is  not  discovered  until  aft«r  the 
entry  of  judgment,  the  court  has 
power,  and  it  is  within  its  discre- 
tion, to  permit  the  ofllcer  to  sign, 
nunc  pro  tune  {Code,  sec.  174);  and 
the  exercise  of  this  discretion  is 
not  reviewable  here.  {Faioeett 
agt  Vary,  59  J^.  F.,  597.) 


ANSWER. 

1.  Where  an  answer  has  been  strick- 
en out  as  frivolous  and  judgment 
entered,  no  appeal  can  be  taken 
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from  the  order  striking  out  the 
answer  if  there  is  no  appeal  from 
the  judgment.  (Parker  agt 
Worth,  ante,  20.) 

3.  Where,  in  an  action  brought  to 
rescind  a  contract,  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  an  answer  is  interposed 
denying  each  and  everv  allega- 
tion of  the  complaint,  A^,  that 
the  defendant  can  give  no  evi- 
dence except  such  as  tends  to  dis- 
prove the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint; and  it  is  error  to  allow 
him  to  Introduce  the  record  of  a 
Judgment  showing  a  former  suit 
for  the  recovery  of  damages  for 
the  fraud  allegea  in  the  complaint. 
{Dalrymple  agt.  Hunt,  5  HaUy  111.) 

8.  Where  defendants  in  their  answer 
**  say  that  they  have  no  knowledge 
or  information  sufficient  to  form 
a  belief,*'  &c.,  and  '*  aver  the  truth 
to  be  that  they  are  entirely  igno- 
rant and  uninformed,  and  have 
not  any  ioiowledge  or  information 
sufficient  to  form  a  belief,''  &c., 
the  answer  is  sufficient  in  form  to 
put  in  issue  the  facts  so  denied. 
{Meeihar^  agt.  Ha/rlem  Savings  Bank, 
5  Hun,  489.) 

4.  In  an  action  on  a  bond,  the  com- 
plaint alleged  that,  by  the  terms 
of  the  bond,  damages  for  the 
breach  of  the  contract  referred  to 
in  it  were  duly  liquidated  at  $5,000. 
The  answer  denied  each  and 
every  allegation  in  the  complaint 
not  admitted.  It  admitted  the 
execution  of  a  bond,  with  the  con- 
dition mentioned  in  the  complaint. 
Meld,  that  the  answer  put  in  issue 
the  allegation  of  the  complaint, 
that,  by  the  terms  of  the  bond,  the 
damages  were  liquidated  at  $5,000. 
( Warn  agt.  Mekrback,  5  Hun,  448.) 

5.  ^though,  under  section  852  of 
the  Cooe,  making  the  right  to  a 
new  trial  depend  on  the  amount 
of  the  claim  of  the  parties,  the 
defendant  may  take  an  undue 
advantage  by  setting  up  a  claim 
fictitious  in  amount,  yet  the  county 
oomt  has  no  right  to  strike  out  the 
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answer,  or  part  of  the  answer, 
when  the  action  has  been  tried  in 
a  justice's  court  (Fuller  agt. 
Brierleus  36  How, ,  47).  The  plead- 
ings must  stand  as  they  were  in 
the  court  below,  because  upon 
them  depend  certain  rights  of  the 
parties  in  the  county  court. 
{Thompion  agt.  PCne,  5  Hun,  647.) 

6.  A  verified  answer,  in  which  the 
defendant  avers  **that  he  has  no 
knowledge  or  information  suffi- 
cient to  form  a  belief  as  to  the 

'  truth  of  any  of  the  allegations  in 
said  complaint  contained,"  cannot 
be  stricken  out  as  sham.  (Oroeers* 
Bank  v.  O'Ryrke,  6  Hun,  18.) 

7.  Section  247  of  the  Code,  author- 
izing the  court  to  order  judgment 
upon  a  frivolous  answer,  only  ap- 
plies to  cases  in  which  the  answer 
as  a  whole  is  frivolous,  and  not  in 
which  parts  are  frivolous  and  parts 
are  good.    (Id.) 

8.  An  answer  in  an  action  on  a 
promissory  note,  denying  *^that 
defendants  have  not  paid  the  said 
note,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  deny 
that  the  same  is  payable,"  and 
which  further  alleges  that  the  note 
was  given  *'  for  too  ^reat  a  sum, 
&c.,"  without  specifying  what  the 
amount  was,  is  frivolous.  (Manu- 
facturers* National  Bank  agt.  Bus- 
seU,  6  Hun,  375.) 

Denying  making  of  note — evidence 
showing  that  it  was  altered  after 
execution,  'field  admissible  under. 
(See  Boomer  agt.  Koon,  6  Hun,  645.) 

New  matter  in.  (See  Johnson  agt. 
White,  6  Hun,  587.) 


APPEAL. 

1.  Where  an  answer  has  been 
stricken- out  as  frivolous  and  judg- 
ment entered,  no  appeal  can  be 
taken  from  tlie  order  striking  out 
the  answer  if  there  is  no  appeal 
from  the  judgment  (Parker  agt. 
Worth,  ante,  20.) 
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2.  An  order  of  the  court  below, 
granting  or  refusing  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars in  an  action,  is  purely  dis- 
cretionary and  not  reviewable 
here.   {Peopti&gt.  Tweedy  ante^  88.) 

8.  So,  also,  an  order  extending  or 
refusing  to  extend  the  time  to  de- 
mur, IS  discretionary  with  the 
court  below,  and  is  not  reviewa- 
ble here.    {Id.) 

4.  If  a  charge  of  conspiracy  and  a 
charge  of  neglect  are  alleged  in  a 
complaint,  the  c[uestion  as  to  com- 
pelling an  election  between  them 
IS  a  matter  of  discretion  of  the 
court  to  which  the  application  is 
addressed,  and  not  reviewable 
here.    (Id.) 

5.  It  should  be  entirely  clear  upon  a 
motion  to  the  court  to  compel  the 
pltdntifif  to  make  his  complaint 
more  definite  and  certain  that  the 
pleading  is  insufficieot,  before  the 
court  should  interfere,  and  unless 
such  is  plainly  the  case,  the  relief 
demanded  should  be  refused.  Such 
applications  are  addressed  very 
much  to  the  discretion  of  the  court 
below,  and  their  decision  at  gen- 
eral term  is  final,  and  no  appeal 
lies  to  this  court.    {Id.) 

6.  When,  upon  an  appeal  to  the 
court  of  appeals,  from  an  order  of 
the  geneml  term,  the  order  is 
affirmed  with  costs,  the  costs  of 
the  appeal  are  general  costs,  and 
are  to  be  adjusted  by  the  clerk. 
{Kelly  agt.  Plum,  ante,  236.) 

7.  Where  a  statute  {m  secHons  20, 
21  of  iiOe  9,  cheater  365  of  1865) 
simply  authorizes  an  appeal  to  be 
taken  &om  an  ordinance  directing 
a  local  improvement,  and  the 
mode  in  which  it  is  to  be  prose- 
cuted is  not  stated,  the  pnly  ques- 
tions that  can  be  raised  on  such 
appeal  are  such  as  relate  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  common  coun- 
cil and  the  regularity  of  their  pro- 
ceedings. {Matter  of  Southworth, 
5  Hun,  55.) 


8.  In  such  case,  if  the  statute  does 
not  make  it  the  duty  of  the  cx>m. 
mon  council  to  furnish  a  return 
or  the  papers  on  the  appeal,  the 
general  rule  requires  the  appellant 
to  furnish  them.    {Id ) 

9.  If  the  officer  having  charge  of 
the  papers  necessary  to  be  used 
on  appeal,  refuses  to  furnish  copies 
or  allow  them  to  be  made,  the 
court  has  power  to  compel  him  to 
do  so.    {Id,) 

10.  When  both  parties  appeal  from 
a  judenient  in  the  justice's  court, 
the  plaintiff  on  the  ground  that 
the  damages  awarded  by  the  jury 
were  too  small,  and  the  defendant 
on  the  ground  that  it  charged  him 
with  any  damages,  both  appeals 
should  oe  heard  together  and 
judgment  and  costs  given  for  the 
appellant  showing  himself  in  the 
right  upon  his  appeal.  It  is  error 
to  have  the  appeals  heard  sepa- 
rately and  to  have  separate  judg- 
ments entered  thereon.  {Jones  agt. 
Owen,  5  Han,  839.) 

11.  No  appeal  lies  from  an  order 
striking  out  an  answer  as  frivo- 
lous, and  directing  iudgment  for 
the  plaintiff,  after  judCTient  has 
been  entered  thereon.  If  the  de- 
fendant desires  to  review  the 
order,  he  must  appeal  from  the 
judgment.  {Parker  agt  Warth, 
5  Hun,  417.) 

12.  Upon  the  final  settlement  of  the 
plaintiff's  accounts,  the  expenses 
of  administration  and  accounting 
were  allowed  at  $652.55.  Upon 
an  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the 
surrogate,  the  items,  vouchers  and 
evidence  of  such  expenses  were 
not  returned,  but  the  surrogate 
certified  that  they  were  presented 
to  him  in  detail,  and  duly  verified, 
proved,  adjusted  and  allowed  by 
him  at  that  sum.  Held,  that  the 
court  was  precluded  by  the  return 
from  reviewing  such  expenses.  If 
the  respondents  desired  a  review 
thereof,  they  should  have  secured 
a  return  by  the  surrogate  of  all 
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the  facts  and  evidence  upon  which 
the  claim  was  allowed  by  him.  In 
the  absence  of  any  apparent  error, 
the  allowance  was  to  be  presumed 
correct  {Hannahs  agt.  Harmahs^ 
5  Hun,  644.) 

From  order  confirming  assessment — 
what  confddered  on.  (See  Matter 
€ff  KingsMdge  Road,  5  Hun,  146.) 

Order  of  reference  to  ascertain  dam- 

r  caused  by  injunction — when 
ction  to  the  making  of  such 
order  can  be  raised  only  on  appeal 
from  the  order  itself.  (See  Lawton 
agt  Qreen,  5  Hun,  157.) 

Power  of  general  term  to  pass  upon 
weight  (^  conflicting  evidence  on 
triafat  special  term.  {See  Paraone 
agt  Brown,  5  Hun,  112.) 

• 

Decree  for  maintenance  —  when 
should  be  reviewed  by  motion  for 
new  trial  instead  of  by  appeal. 
(See  Dovglae  agt.  Douglas,  5  Hun, 
140.) 

Ckneral  finding — failure  to  ask 
specific  one  —  effect  on  appeal 
(See  SimmonM  agt  Biehardion,  5 
Hun,  177.) 

Decision  made  under  mistaken  be- 
lief as  to  power  —  reversed  on 
appeal.  (See  Pitkin  agt  CMey,  5 
Hun,  48.) 

Power  of  general  term  to  review 
findings  of  jury  on  trial  in  county 
court  of  an  action  conmienced  in 
justice's  court  (See  Quinn  agt. 
Weed,  6  Hun,  850.) 

Form  6f  stipulation  prescribed  by 
the  court  as  a  condition  of  refusing 
an  order  of  reference  —  when  not 
reviewed.  (See  Mc Andrew  agt. 
Place,  6  Hun,  285.) 

Order  made  on  renewal  of  motion 
is  the  final  order,  and  alone  ap^al- 
able.  (>SS06  Bobbins  agt  Ferris,  5 
Hun,  286.) 


Order  committing  person  for  con- 
tempt —  how  reviewed.  (See  Peo- 
ple ex  rei,*  Woolf  agt  Jacobs,  5  Hun, 
428.) 

From  justice's  court  —  county  court 
cannot  strike  out  ansWer.  (See 
Thompson  agt  Pine^  5  Hun,  647.) 

18.  No  appeal  lies  directly  to  the  gen- 
eral term  from  an  order  made  at 
the  circuit  refusing  to  postpone 
the  trial  of  a  case.  The  remedy 
is  in  the  first  instance  by  non- 
enumerated  motion  at  special 
term.  (Martin  agt.  Hicks,  6  Hun, 
74.) 

« 

14.  When  a  plaintiff,  having  leave  to 
discontinue  an  action  upon  the 
payment  of  defendant's  taxed 
costs  and  $100  extra  allowance, 
paid  the  costs  and  the  $100 
under  protest,  and  then  appealed 
from  so  much  of  the  order  as  al- 
lowed the  $100  extra  allowance: 
held,  that  plaintiff's  compliance 
with  the  condition  of  the  order 
was  a  waiver  of  the  right  of  ap- 
peal. (Dambmann  agt.  SehuUing, 
6  Hun,  29.) 

15.  Defendant  S.  moved  for  a  resale 
in  an  action  of  foreclosure,  which 
was  denied,  and  due  notice  of  the 
entry  of  the  order  was  served  upon 
him  by  plaintiff's  attorney.  Sub- 
sequently, and  within  the  time 
allowed  by  ,the  Code,  he  served  a 
notice  of  appeal  upon  the  attorney 
for  the  plamtiff,  but  not  upon  the 
attorney  for  the  purchasers.  Held, 
that  the  appeal  should  be  dis- 
missed, on  the  ground  that  the 
proper  parties  had  not  been 
broucrht  before  the  court  (Barnes 
agt  SUmghton,  6  Hun,  254.) 

In  surrogate's  court — appeal  must 
be  taken  by  one  respondent  to  re- 
view questions  between  himself 
and  another  respondent  (See  Boss 
agt.  Boss,  6  Hun,  80.) 

From  order  striking  out  an  answer 
as  frivolous — lies  to  general  term 
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and  court  of  appeals.    (J^  lAndon 
agt.  Beach,  6  &in,  200.) 

From  judgment  of  county  court  to 
the  genial  term,  will  not  lie  where 
the  action  originates  in  a  justice's 
court,  until  a  motion  for  ja  new 
trial  has  first  been  made  in  the 
county  court  upon  a  case  and  ex- 
ceptions. (/8m  ro^jman  agt.  ^fTMfi- 
can  Escprest  Co.,  6  Hun,  877.) 

16.  A  motion  for  rear^ument  will  not 
be  entertained,  unless  founded  on 
papers  clearly  showing  either  that 
some  question,  decisive  of  the  case 
and  duly  submitted  by  counsel, 
has  been  overlooked  by  the  court, 
or  that  the  decision  is  in  conflict 
with  an  express  statute  or  a  con- 
troUing  decision  overlooked  by  the 
court,  or  to  which  its  attention 
was  not  drawn,  through  the  neg- 
lect or  inadvertence  of  counsel. 
[M.  Nat.  Bk.  agt.  Nat.  C.  Bk.,  59 
T.  r.,  67.) 


^ 


17.  It  seems,  that  a  usage  or  custom 
relied  upon,  as  giving  a  peculiar 
and  technical  meaning  to  words 
and  phrases  used  in  a  commercial 
contract,  and  as  controlling^  the 
interpretation  and  effect  of  the 
contract,  must  be  proved  and  de- 
termined as  a  question  of  fact  upon 
the  trial;  proof  of  it  cannot  be 
received  by  an  appellate  court 
having  only  jurisdiction  of  ques- 
tions of  law,  either  m  support  or 
in  impeachment  of  a  judgment. 
(/A) 

18.  The  granting,  continuing  or  dis- 
solving of  a  temporary  injunction 
is  within  the  discretion  of  the  court 
of  original  jurisdiction,  and  its 
deterunnation  cannot  be  reviewed 
here.  {Pfohl  agt  Sampson,  59  N 
r.,  174.) 

19.  In  an  action  of  orim.  eon.,  the  court 
of  original  jurisdiction  has  power 
to  require  plaintiff  to  furnish  de- 
fendant a  bill  of  particulars.  (7HI- 
ton  agt  Beeeher,  59  N  7.,  176.) 

20.  An  order,  therefore,  denving  an 
application  for  such  a  bill,  solely 


upon  the  ground  of  want  of  power, 
is  reviewable  in  this  court.    (Id.) 

21.  An  appeal  from  an  order  of  the 
special  term  of  the  city  court  of 
Brooklyn,  denving  a  motion  for  a 
bill  of  particulars,  on  the  ground 
of  want  of  power,  was  heutl  at  a 
general  term  held  by  two  judges, 
and  they  disagreeing,  the  oraer 
was  affirmed  under  me  provision 
of  the  act  relating  to  said  court  (see. 
6,  chap.  470,  IjatM  of  1870),  direct- 
ing an  affirmance  m  case  of  the 
non-concurrence  of  two  judges  for 
reversal.  Udi  (Allen  and  Qrov- 
RR,  JJ.,  dissenting),  that  the  pre- 
sumption did  not  attach  in  such 
case  that  the  general  term  had 
passed  upon  the  merits,  and  that 
the  order  was  reviewable  here. 
{Id.) 

22.  The  rule  that  a  party  cannot  ap- 
peal from  one  judge  to  another  of 
co-ordinate  junsdiction  by  motion 
for  relief  from  an  order  or  judg- 
ment against  him,  does  not  apply 
where  the  court  was  without  juris- 
diction and  the  order  or  judgment 
void.  He  is  not  bound  to  appeal 
from  a  void  order  or  judgment, 
but  may  resist  it  and  assert  its  in- 
validity at  all  times  (Gboveb  and 
FoLGBR,  JJ.,  dissenting).  (Kamp 
agt  Kamp,  59  N.  T.,212.) 

23.  Leave  to  file  a  supplemental  an- 
swer may  be  denied,  although 
the  defense  sought  to  be  inter- 
posed be  strictly  legal,  where  in 
the  judgment  of  the  court,  laches 
or  fraud  is  shown,  or  it  appears 
that  injustice  will  be  wrought  by 
allowing  such  defense.  (ScK/yoke 
agt  Adams,  59  N  T.,  288.) 

24  Where  the  facts  disclosed  are  suf- 
•  ficient  to  call  into  exercise  the  dis- 
cretionary power  of  the  court,  its 
determination  cannot  be  reviewed 
here.    (Id.) 

25.  It  is  proper  to  determine  in  a 
foreclosure  suit  a  controversy  be- 
tween plaintiff  and  the  mortgagor, 
as  to  the  right  of  the  latter  to  re- 
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move  an  erection  made  by  liim  on 
the  land,  and  the  court  may  by  the 
judgment  in  the  action,  in  case  the 
right  is  established,  protect  it  by 
authorizing  the  removal  before  the 
sale,  or  providing  that  the  sale 
.  shall  be  subject  to  such  right 
{Brawn  agt.  K  &  0.  Co.,  59  iTF., 
242.) 

d6.  An  order,  therefore,  granting  a 
temporary  injunction  restrainmg 
such  removal,  is  not  a  final  deter- 
mination of  the  question;  it  is 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court 
of  original  jurisdiction  to  grant ; 
and  the  exercise  of  this.discretion 
cannot  be  reviewed  here.    {Id.) 

27.  Where,  in  an  equity  action, 
specific  questions  of  fact  are 
ordered  to  be  tried  by  a  jury 
{Code,  sec.  254),  and  their  verdict  is 
produced  ana  used  upon  the  trial 
of  the  action,  no  application  hav- 
ing been  made  to  set  it  aside,  the 
general  term  has  no  authority  to 
set  it  aside  and  order  a  new  trial, 
on  appeal  from  the  judgment 
{Jackson  agt  Andrews.  59  if.  F., 
244.) 

28.  The  fact  that  the  case  does  not 
contain  the  evidence  given  before 
the  jury  so  that  the  court  can 
determine  the  correctness  of  the 
verdict,  instead  of  furnishing  a 
reason  for  setting  it  aside,  requires 
the  court  to  presume  that  it  was 
correct.    (Id.) 

29.  There  is  no  analogy  between  such 
a  case  and  that  of  a  special  verdict 
as  in  the  latter,  if  all  the  essential 
facts  are  not  passed  upon,  no 
other  mode  of  determining  them 
is  provided,  while  in  the  former 
the  remaining  issues  may  be  tried 
by  the  court.    {Id.) 

90,  If  the  verdict  conttllns  all  the 
facte  entitling  plaintiff  to  the  re- 
lief sought,  and  ,the  special  term 
errs  in  not  giving  judgment  to 
that  effect,  the  general  term 
should  reverse  the  judgment  and 
award  the  proper  one ;  not  direct 
a  new  trial.    {Jd.) 


81.  Where  the  allegations  of  a  com- 
plaint are  admitted  by  the  answer, 
and  it  is  assumed,  upon  the  trial 
of  the  action,  that  the  facts,  stated 
in  the  complaint  constitute  a  cause 
of  action,  no  objection  being 
taken  by  the  defendant,  or  the 
attention  of  the  court  called  in 
anv  manner  to  any  defect  therein, 
it  is  to  be  assumed  that  defend- 
ant conceded  his  liability,  and  the 
objection  cannot  be  taken  in  Uiis 
court  for  the  first  time,  that  the 
facts  stated  do  not  constitute  a 
cause  of  action.  {Rofheimer  agt. 
OampbeU,  59  JV.  F.,  269.) 

82.  It  seems,  that  a  commission 
rogatory  for  taking  the  testimony 
of  witnesses  residing  in  a  foreign 
country  is  proper  where,  on  ac- 
count of  the  laws  of  the  country, 
the  evidence  can  be  produced  ra 
no  other  way.  {Anonymous,  59  N. 
r.,  318.) 

38.  But  whether  the  circumstances 
of  a  case  are  sucli  as  to  require 
the  exercise  of  this  power,  is  for 
the  court  of  orimnal  jurisdiction 
to  determine.  It  is  a  question  of 
discretion,  and  the  determination 
thereof  cannot  be  reviewed  here. 
{Id.) 

84.  When  evidence  offered  is  ob- 
jected to  and  excluded  upon  a 
specific  ground,  the  party  object- 
ing must  be  confined  thereto,  and 
cannot  rely  upon  another  defect 
upon  appeal  unless  it  be*  one  that 
could  not,  in  any  manner,  have 
been  remedied  upon  the  trial. 
{Gary  agt.  White,  59  iV:  T.,  836.) 

85.  Defendant  moved  in  1871,  to 
dismiss  the  appeal  herein  upon 
the  cTound  that  the  original  plain- 
tiff, F.,  had  agreed  that  the  appeal 
be  discontinued,  had  written  to 
his  attorney  to  that  effect,  and 
had  signed  a  written  stipulation 
that  the  appeal  be  dismissed.  The 
motion  was  opposed  upon  affi- 
davits tending  to  show  that  the 
stipulation  was  obtained  by  undue 
influence.    The  court  denied  the 
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motion,  but  without  prejudice  to 
the  right  to  renew.  No  further 
steps  were  taken  in  the  cause 
until  November,  1878,  when,  F. 
having  died,  the  present  plaintiffs 
were  substituted  and  the  appeal 
was  noticed  for  argument.  In 
January,  1874,  the  motion  to  dis- 
miss was  renewed.  Eeld  {Churcb^ 
Ch.  t/l,  Allen  and  Folgbr,  JJ.y 
dissenting)^  that  under  the  peculiar 
circumstances  the  delay  in  renew- 
ing the  motion  "would  not  be  con- 
sidered as  laches,  justifying  a  re- 
fusal to  entertain  it ;  but  the  evi- 
dence on  the  question  of  undue 
influence  being  conflicting,  ordered 
that  proceedings  on  the  appeal  be 
stayed  to  enable  plaintiffs  to  bring 
an  action  to  set  aside  the  stipula- 
tion. (HiU  agt.  Hermans^  59  N. 
F.,896.) 

8((.  Where  an  application  is  made  to 
the  supreme  court  by  one  attor- 
ney to  disbar  another,  the  court, 
by  virtue  of  its  authority  over  the 
conduct  of  its  attorneys,  has  power, 
independent  of  the  Code,  upon 
determining  that  the  proceedings 
were  instituted  in  bad  faith  to  or- 
der the  disbursements  and  costs  of 
motion  to  be  paid  by  the  appli- 
cant, and  its  decision  is  not  review- 
able here.  (In  re  KeUy,  69  N,  F., 
595.) 

87.  A  person  against  whom  a  judg- 
ment by  deiault,  regular  on  its 
face,  has  been  taken,  but  who  was 
not,  in  fact,  served  with  the  sum- 
mons, has  a  legal  right  to  have 
the  Judgment  vacated;  and  an  or- 
der denying  that  right  is  appeal- 
able to  this  court  (White  agt 
C<mUer,  59  iV".  F.,  629.) 

88.  It  is  not,  however,  every  deci- 
sion of  the  court  below,  on  a  mo- 
tion where  the  regularity  of  the 
proceedings  upon  which  a  judg- 
ment was  founded  is  involved, 
which  is  reviewable  here.  Irreg- 
ularities may  have  been  waived 
or  cured  by  the  laches  of  the  party 
complaining ;  and  whether  or  not 
they  have  been  thus  obviated,  is  a 


Question  not  only  involving  the 
aiscretion  of  the  court  below,  but 
may  involve  the  determination  of 
controverted  facts;  in  which  case, 
the  decision  below  is  not  review- 
able.   (Id.) 

89.  One  who  has  entered  a  judg- 
ment, part  of  which  is  in  his  fa- 
vor, and  an  independent  part  not» 
and  has  resisted  an  appeal  taken 
by  the  other  party,  and  upon  af- 
firmance in  this  court  and  the 
sending  down  of  the  remittitur 
has  caused  the  decision  here  to  be 
made  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below,  cannot  thereafter  appeal 
from  the  whole  judgment.  By 
these  acts  of  election  he  waives 
his  right  to  appeal,  although  the 
time  therefor  has  not  expired. 
(Gfenet  agt.  Davenport^  59  JV.  F., 
648.) 

40.  Where  a  party  in  possession  of 
mortgaged  premises,  sold  upon 
foreclosure  sale,  resists  the  claim 
of  the  purchaser  to  immediate 
possession  upon  some  claim  of 
right,  independent  of  and  con- 
sistent with  the  judgment,  the 
determination  of  the  question 
whether  a  writ  of  assistance  will 
be  issued,  or  the  party  in  posses- 
sion allowed  to  retain  possession 
and  the  purcliaser  be  driven  to  his 
action,  does  not  affect  a  substan- 
tial ri^ht;  it  is  addressed  to  the 
discretion  of  the  court  having  ju- 
risdiction to  issue  the  process,  and 
its  decision  cannot  be  reviewed 
here  (Grover  arid  Rapallo,  <77., 
dtssenting).  (WUbor  agt.  Dandds, 
69  N.  F,657.) 

41.  Where  a  verdict  is  taken,  sub- 
ject to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at 
general  term,  the  judgment  of 
me  general  term  thereon  cannot 
be  reviewed  in  this  court  unless  a 
statement  of  the  facts  and  conclu- 
sions of  law  is  prepared  and  filed 
with  the  judgment  roll  as  pre- 
scribed by  the  Code  (see.  9SS). 
(BeinmiUer  agt  Skidmore,  59  If.  F., 
661.) 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


585 


Digest 


42.  When  in  an  action  tried  by  a  jury 
a  motion  is  made  for  a  new  trial 
on  a  case,  or  the  judge^s  minutes, 
and  from  the  order  thereon  an  ap- 
peal is  taken  to  the  general  term, 
so  that  the  questions  of  fact  are 
there  presented,  as  well  as  ques- 
tions of  law,  if  there  is  any  con- 
flict in  the  evidence,  an  order  of 
the  general  term  granting  a  new 
trial  will  not  be  reviewed  here, 
unless  it  states  that  the  motion  for 
a  new  trial  on  the  evidence  was 
denied,  and  thus  shows  on  the 
record  that  it  was  granted  on 
the  excep  tions  only.  ( Courtney  agt 
Bak»r,  60  K  Z,  1.) 

48.  Where  a  decree  in  a  partititm  suit 
awards  costs,  a  notice  of  judgment 
served  prior  to  the  taxation  and 
entry  of  the  costs  does  not  limit 
the  time  for  appeal.  {Thwrber  agt. 
Chambers,  m  N.  r.,29.) 

44.  A  certified  copy  with  a  notice  of 
the  entry  of  such  a  decree  was 
served,  and  thereafter  the  costs 
taxed  and  entered.  Defendants 
served  a  notice  of  appeal  more 
than  thirty  days  after  service  of 
copy  decree,  which  plaintiffs' 
counsel  refused  to  accept.  The 
general  term,  on  motion,  ordered 
that  plaintiffs  accept  notice  of  ap- 
peal, and  that  the  same  stand. 
ISeld,  that  said  order,  although 
perhaps  unnecessary,  affected  no 
substantial  right,  and  was  not 
appealable,    (id,) 

46.  A  writ  of  prohibition  from  the 
supreme  court  cannot  affect  the 
practice  or  jurisdiction  of  this 
court,  or  the  rights  of  parties  to 
its  process  and  a  hearing  thereon. 
Any  question  as  to  its  jurisdiction, 
the  rights  of  parties  to  appeal  or 
the  validity  of  an  appeal,  is  for 
the  court  alone  to  determine. 
{Thomson  agt.  Tracey,  60  JSf.  F., 
31.) 

46.  In  a  contested  will  case,  the  will 
was  admitted  to  probate  by  the 
surrogate;  after  appeal  from  his 
decree,^  letters  were  issued  to  the 


executors;  upon  appeal  to  this 
court  the  decree  of  the  surrogate 
was  reversed.  A  writ  of  prohibi- 
tion was  thereafter  issued,  directed 
to  the  surrogate  and  executors, 
which,  by  its  terms,  enjoined  the 
executors  from  acting  in  any  way 
as  such.  Heldy  that  such  writ  was 
not  effectual  to  prevent  the  exec- 
utors from  prosecuting  an  appeal 
to  this  court  from  a  judgment 
against  them,  in  their  representa- 
tive capacity,  or  to  restrain'  their 
action  m  regard  to  such  appe^. 

{Id.) 

47.  Proceedings  upon  such  an  appeal 
will  not  be  stayed  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  one  not  a  party  to  the 
action,  who  claims  an  interest  in 
the  estate,  upon  allegations  of  bad 
faith  on  the  part  of  the  executors 
and  of  collusion  with  the  other 
party  with  a  view  to  an  affirmance 
of  the  judgment.  Equity  has  juris- 
diction and  power  to  redress  frauds 
in  judicial  proceedings,  but  this 
court  has  no  authority  upon  such 
allegations  to  arrest  proceedings 
and  refuse  the  parties  a  hearing. 
(Id.) 

48.  As  to  the  right  of  the  moving 
party  to  be  heard  upon  such  an 
application,  qucere.    (Id.) 

49.  By  supplemental  answer  defend- 
ants set  up  the  facts  and  presented 
the  question  as  ta  the  eliect  of  the 
reversal  of  the  decree  of  the  surro- 
gate upon  their  authority  to  act, 
and  as  to  the  right  to  bring  an 
action  against  them.  The  referee 
found  the  facts,  but  held  that  the 
action  could  be  maintained,  to 
which  defendants  excepted.  On 
motion  by  such  third  party  to 
strike  the  cause  fronx  the  calendeu: 
on  the  ground  of  the  want  of 
authority  in  the  executors  to  ap- 
peal, Jieid,  that  as  the  question  of 
the  ai^thority  of  the  executors 
must  be  made  and  decided  upon 
the  appeal,  it  could  not  be  disposed 
of  upon'  such  motion;  that  the 
parties,  especially  the  plaintiff, 
were  entitled  to  a  hearing  of  the 


586 


KEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 


Digest 


appeal,  and   coald  not  be  fore- 
closed by  a  collateral  proceeding. 

GO.  A  judgment  in  an  action  for  tort 
against  a  non-resident,  where  sum- 
mons was  served  by  publication, 
was  perfected  in  tlie  ordinary 
form  upon  an  assessment  for  dam- 
ages by  a  sheriffs  iuir.  Upon 
motion  of  defendant  the  judgment 
was  amended  by  inserting  a  state- 
ment that  the  defendant  ^'was  a 
non-resident  upon  whom  no  per- 
sonal service  was  made,  but  who 
had  property  within  the  state 
liable  to  attachment."  The  order 
thereon  was  affirmed  on  appeal  to 
the  general  term.  On  yippeal 
from  the  order  of  general  term, 
heldf  that  the  amendment  did  not 
change  the  character  or  force  of 
the  Judgment;  that  this  court 
could  not,  upon  such  an  appea), 
determine  the  validity  of  the  judg- 
ment, or  whether  it  could  be  en- 
forced against  any  property  of 
defendant  in  the  state  ;  appeal 
therefore  dismissed.  (Bartldt  agt. 
MeNea,  60  iV.  F.,68.) 

51.  It  aeemSy  that  where  a  disputed 
claim  against  the  estate  of  a  de- 
ceased person  is  referred,  pursuant 
to  the  statute  (2  R.  S. ,  89,  see,  36),  to 
preserve  the  right  to  a  review 
upon  appeal  from  a  judgment  en- 
tered upon  the  report  of  the  ref- 
eree, the  partv  aggrieved  must 
move  at  special  term,  upon  a 
case  or  otherwise,  to  set  aside  the 
report  or  for  a  new  trial,  or  must 
appear  and  oppose  the  confirma- 
tion and  take  the  proper  excep- 
tions. (Smith  agt.  VeUe,  60  ^.  K, 
106.) 

62.  Notice  of  an  order,  given  before 
the  entry  thereof,  is  ineffectual  to 
limit  the  time  for  appeal  {Oode^ 
see.  827).  No  appeal  can  be  taken 
until  such  entry,  as  notice  of  ap- 
peal must  be  served  upon  the 
clerk  with  whom  it  is  entered,  and 
the  party  desiring  to  limit  the 
time  for  appeal  should  notify  the 
opposite  party  with  what  clerk  it 


is  entered.    {In  re  if.  F.  C  and  H. 
RRR  a>.,60-y.  r.,112.) 

58.  A  party  undertaking  to  limit  the 
time  for  appealing  is  held  to  strict 
practice.    (Id.) 

54.  A  general  term  order  dismissing 
an  appeal  on  the  ground  that-no- 
tice  was  served  too  late  is  appeal- 
able to  this  court.    (Id.) 

55.  An  order  appointing  commis- 
sioners in  proceedings  by  a  rail- 
road company  under  the  ^neral 
railroad  act  to  acquire  Xitle  to 
lands  situate  in  C.  county,  was 
granted  in  the  coimty  of  M.,  Oc- 
tober 80,  1873.  On  the  sixth  of 
November  a  copy  of  the  order  was 
served  by  mail  on  the  attorney 
for  the  landowners.  The  latter 
served  notice  of  appeal  May  14, 
1874,  stating  therein  that  the  order 
was  entered  November  11,  1873. 
A  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal 
was  made  upon  the  notice  and 
other  papers.  No  other  proof  of 
the  time  of  entry  of  the  order  ap- 
peared. Before  the  appeal  was 
taken  the  commissioners  made 
their  report.  A  copy  thereof  re- 
citing the  granting  of  the  order 
was  served  on  the  owner,  who 
appeared  and  opposed  the  con- 
firmation thereof.  An  order  of 
confirmation  was  made,  but  the 
owner  did  not  accept  the  compen- 
sation awarded.  The  appeal  was 
dismissed  by  the  general  term. 
Heldf  error;  that  there  was  no  ser- 
vice of  notice  of  the  order  suffi- 
cient to  limit  the  time  of  appeal, 
and  that  the  appearance  of  the 
appellant,  in  opposition  to  the 
confirmation  of  the  report,  was 
not  a  waiver  of  the  right  of  appeal. 
(Id.) 

56.  It  is  only  where  a  party  accepts 
some  benefit  under  an  order  that 
he  waives  his  right  to  appeal 
therefrom.    (Id.) 

57.  As  the  act  (cAop.  822,  Law$  of 
1874)  prohibiting  appeals  there- 
after to  the  court,  in  cases  involv- 
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ing  less  than  $500,  did  not  specify 
when  it  shonid  take  effect,  it  was 
controlled  by  the  provision  of  the 
Revised  Btalnte8(l  jB.  A,157,  mc.13), 
proyiding  that,  unless  a  different 
time  be  prescribed  therein,  every 
law  shall  take  effect  on  the  twen- 
tieth day  after  its  passage.  (Krom 
agt  Levy,  60  N.  r.,  1360 

58.  Accordingly,  held,  that  as  said 
act  was  passed  May  second,  it  took 
effect  May  twenty-second,  and 
that  an  appeal  perfected  on  that 
da^  was  taken  after  its  going  into 
efi^t  and  was  governed  oy  it 
(Id.) 

59.  An  order  reviving  an  action 
against  tlie  I'epresentatives  of  a 
deceased  defendant,  sued  jointly 
with  others,  is  not  reviewable 
here.    (Arthur  agt   Oristocid,  60 

jsr.  r.,  143.) 

60.  If  the  cause  of  action  does  not 
survive  against  said  representatives 
that  objection  is  available  on  the 
trial;  if  it  survive,  but  a  joint 
judgment  cannot  be  rendered 
agamst  them  and  the  surviving 
defendants,  a  separate  judgment 
may  be  rendered  or  the  court  may 
direct  plaintiff  to  proceed  sepa- 
rately against  each  class  of  defend- 
ants. The  order  therefore  does 
not  affect  a  substantial  right  (Id.) 

61.  Where  an  action  is  aj^inst  two 
defendants  whose  liabilities  are 
separate  and  distinct,  or  is  upon 
two  distinct  subjects-matter,  and  a 
several  judgment  is  rendered  in 
favor  of  one  defendant  and  against 
the  other,  or  in  favor  of  plaintiff 
as  to  one  subject-matter  and 
against  him  as  to  the  other,  the 
fact  that  an  appeal  has  been 
brought  by  the  unsuccessful  de- 
fendant from  the  judgment  against 
him  and  has  been  determined  by 
the  appellate  court,  while  it  estops 
plaintiff  from  questioning  that 
portion  of  the  judgment,  does  not 
preclude  him  from  appealing  from 
the  residue.  (Genet  agt.  Davenport, 
60  N.  T,  194.) 


62.  The  fkct  that  two  or  more 
several  judgments,  entirely  dis- 
connected are  includ*ed  in  the 
same  record,  does  not  deprive  the 
IMTties  of  the  right  to  appeal  from 
either  within  the  time  limited  by 
law.  Nor  does  the  determination 
of  a  prior  appeal  fix>m  one  of  the 
judgments  prevent  an  appeal  from 
another.    (Id.) 

68.  An  order  denying  a  motion  fbr 
a  new  trial  is  not  brought  before 
the  general  term  by,  and  is  not 
reviewable  on,  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment, as  an  intermediate  order  in- 
volving the  merits,  and  necessarily 
affecting  the  judgment  (Chde,$ee. 
11,  sub.  2) ;  a  review  of  the  facts 
can  only  be  there  had  on  appeal 
from  the  order.  (Thurber  agt  H. 
B.,  M.  andF.  R  R  Co.,  60 iV.  T, 
824.) 

64.  An  application  to  set  aside  a 
judicial  sale  is  addressed  to  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  and  its 
order  thereon  is  not  reviewable, 
here.  (Hale  agt.  Clauson,  QON.Y., 
339.) 

65.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  re- 
quiring different  causes  of  action 
joined  in  a  complaint  to  be  separ- 
ately stated  (sec.  140),  and  the  rule 
(25)  requiring  them  to  be  separately 
numbered,  relate. simply  to  ques- 
tions of  practice  over  which  the 
court  below  has  control;  the  right 
is  merely  formal  not  substantial. 
(GMdbergt^.  Uaey,QO  N.  7"., 427.) 

66.  An  order,  therefore,  denying  the 
right  is  not  reviewable  here.    (Id.) 

67.  In  an  action  upon  two  promis- 
sory notes,  defendants  pleaded, 
among  other  things,  the  statute  of 
limitations.  Upon  the  trial  the 
question  was  not  raised,  and  no 
exception  was  taken  in  reference 
to  it.  Heldy  that  as  the  objection, 
if  it  had  been  raised  upon  the 
trial,  might  have  been  obviated  by 
proof  of  a  renewal  of  the  notes 
or  a  waiver  of  the  statute,  the 
question  could  not  be  raised  upon 
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appeal    (Osgood  agt  IboUj  60  if. 
r.,  476). 

68.  An  objection  cannot  be  taken 
for  the  first  time  upon  appeal 
which  might  have  been  obi^ated 
if  raised  below ;  it  must  appear 
that  no  possible  answer  could  have 
been  made  to  it.    (Id.) 


APPEARANCE. 

1.  A  party  to  a  suit  brought  for  the 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  may 
serve  a  notice  of  appearance  at 
any  sta^e  of  the  action  (e,  g.^  after 
entry  oi  judgment),  and  is  then 
entitled  to  notice  of  all  subsequent 
proceedings.  (Ma/rtine  agt.  Jjotoen 
stein,  6  Hun,  225.) 


APPOINTMENT  TO  OFFICE. 

1.  No  deed  or  writing  is  requisite  to 
give  validity  to  an  appointment 
to  an  office  m  this  state,  unless  the 
statute  prescribes  that  formality; 
but  an  appointment  by  parol  is 
valid.  (PbovU  ex  rel,  Bdboock  agt. 
Murray^  5  Hun,  42.) 


ARBITRATION. 

1.  No  judgment  can  be  entered  upon 
the  award  of  an  arbitrator,  where 
the  instrument,  submitting  the 
differences  between  the  parties  to 
arbitration,  is  not  attested  by  a 
8ubs<;ribing  witness.  (Ocean  Hx>u9e 
OorporaUon  agt  CMppUy  5  Hun, 
419.) 

2.  The  parties  to  this  action  sub- 
mitted to  arbitration  the  Question, 
whether  or  not  the  defendant  had 
made  a  verbal  agreement  with  the 
plaintiff  not  to  engage  in  the  retail 
trade  in  boots  and  shoes.  The 
award  was,  that  the  defendant  did 
verbally  agree  with  the  plaintiff 
not  to  enter  into  the  retail  trade 
in  boots  and  shoes  again,  in  Addi- 
son, during  the  time  that  the  plain- 


tiff was  engaged  in  such  trade. 
Hdd,  that  the  award  was  not 
authorized  bv  the  submission,  and 
was  void.  (Curtis  agt  Qokey,  5 
Hun,  555.) 

8.  Although  the  weight  of  authority 
may  be  m  favor  of  the  rule,  that 
one  partner  cannot  bind  his  co- 
partner by  a  submission  to  arbi- 
tration, yet  any  manner  of  actual 
authority  given  by  one  partner  to 
his  copartner,  will  be  sutficient  to 
bind  the  firm.  It  is  enough,  what- 
ever its  form,  if  it  contam  a  dis- 
tinct expression  of  the  intent  to 
allow  the  partner  acting,  to  do  it 
for  him.  The  non-signing  partner, 
by  consenting  to  and  authorizing 
the  signing  of  the  other,  and  by 
subsequently  ratifying  the  deed 
thus  done  by  acts  and  words,  ren- 
ders the  submission  valid.  (Pierce 
agt.  Morrison,  6  Hun,  235.) 


ARBITRATORS. 

It  will  be  presumed  that  the  arbi- 
trators have  acted  within  the  terms 
of  the  submission,  unless  the  con- 
trary appears.  (Fierce  i«gt  Morri- 
son, 6  Hun,  235.) 


ARREST. 

1.  Whether  a  defendant  can  be  held 
to  bail  in  a  second  action  com- 
menced for  the  same  cause  of  a 
previous  action  discontinued,  is 
not  a  matter  of  le^al  right,  but  is 
to  be  determined  upon  circum- 
stances. When  the  second  action 
is  vexatious,  the  general  rule  is 
that  the  defendant  shall  not  again 
be  arrested,  otherwise  he  may  be. 
(P^U  agt.  Tweed,  ante,  26.) 

2.  It  has  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  an  order  of  arrest  and  attach- 
ment mav  be  had  in  the  same  ac- 
tion, and  that  it  is  discretionary 
with  the  court  below  to  determine 
when  both  remedies  may  be  re- 
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sorted  to.    Being  discretionary,  it 
is  not  reviewable  here.    (Id.) 

3.  The  question,  whether  the 
amount  of  bail  in  any  case  is  ex- 
cessive, is  clearly  a  question  of 
discretion  with  me  court  below, 
and  not  reviewable  here.    {Id.) 

4.  In  an  action  upon  contract  be- 
tween principals  and  agent  and 
jud^ent  rendered  for  debt 
against  the  agent  in  another  state, 
the  plaintififs  are  entitled  to  an  or- 

«  der  of  arrest  against  the  defendant 
where  the  moneys,  for  which  the 
action  was  brought,  were  received 
by  him  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  in 
an  action  broaght  here  upon  tlieir 
judgment  {Fellows  agt.  Cook, 
ante  J  95.) 

5.  A  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of 
arrest  before  it  is  served,  and  be- 
fore the  semce  of  the  summons 
and  complaint  on  the  defendant, 
founded  upon  a  single  affidavit 
only,  that  the  plaintiff  has  no 
cause  of  action  and  that  the  bail 
is  excessive,  is  premature.  {Oed- 
ney  agt  HaaSy  ante,  810.) 

6.  Such  an  application  cannot  be 
helped  out  by  the  aid  of  section 
824  of  the  Code,  as  that  section  is 
found  in  the  chapter  on  appeals, 
and  relates  to  that  subject  without 
any  reference  to  the  subject  of 
arrest    {Id.) 

7.  In  an  action  for  seduction  the 
defendant  may  be  arrested^  under 
the  first  subdivision  of  section  179 
of  the  Code,  "  for  an  injury  to  the 
I>erBon."  (Steinberg  agt  Lasker, 
ante,  482.) 

8.  When  proceedings  are  taken,  in 
pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  part 
2,  chapter  5,  title  1,  article  5,  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  for  the  release  of 
a  person  f^om  liability  to  arrest  for 
debt,  unless  the  papers  are  filed 
in  the  proper  clerk's  office  within 
the  three  months  prescribed  by 
statute,  an  execution  against  his 
person  is  rightfully  issuwl.    After 


the  expiration  of  such  three 
months  and  before  the  filing  of 
the  papers,  if,  on  execution  issued, 
his  person  is  not  found  by  the 
shenfif  or  surrendered  by  his  bail, 
the  bail  are  liable  for  a  breach  of 
the  condition  of  their  undertaking. 
If  the  papers  are  not  filed  withm 
three  months,  the  discharge  be- 
comes operative  only  from  the 
time  of  filing,  and  has  no  retro- 
spective effect.  (Mills  agt.  Rildreth, 
5  Hun,  364) 

9.  Where  a  party  applies  for  the  dis- 
charge of  an  order  of  arrest  or  the 
reduction  of  his  bail,  and  does  not 
deny  the  facts  on  which  the  order 
was  granted,  a  presumption  is 
raised  that  such  facts  are  true. 
(People  agt.  Tioeed,  6  Hun,  882.) 

10.  Both  an  order  of  arrest  and  an 
attachment  may  be  simultaneously 
pursued  so  far  as  to  secure  a  proba- 
ble satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's 
demand,  but  the  arrest  of  the 
defendant  and  seizure  of  his  prop- 
erty to  the  full  amount  of  plain- 
tiff^s  claim  will  not  both  be 
allowed.    (Id.) 

11.  A  person  may  be  arrested  hi  a 
second  action  for  the  same  cause 
by  the  same  plaintiff,  if  the  plain- 
tm  has  been  non  prossed  in  the 
former  action,  or  such  action  has 
been  discontinued  and  the  second 
arrest  is  not  vexatious.    (Id.) 

12.  The  purpose  of  the  law  is  to 
afford  the  defendant  hislibert^r  on 
giving  bail  which  will  be  sufficient 
to  render  it  reasonably  certain 
that  he  can  be  found  to  be  taken 
in  execution,  and  if  he  cannot  be, 
that  his  sureties  may  be  compelled 
to  pay  the  amount  of  the  execu- 
tion. The  latter  end  can  be  ac- 
complished only  by  making  the 
amount  of  the  bail  equal  to  the 
amount  for  which  ludgment  may 
finally  be  recovered.    (Id.) 

18.  Where  an  application  is  made  by 
sureties  to  an  undertaking  upon 
arrest,  after  suit  brought  against 
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them,  to  exonerate  themselves 
from  liahility,  the  surrender  must 
be  made  under  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes. {Stark  figt  Eemstead,  Q  Hun, 
801.) 

14.  It  is  the  intention  of  section  179 
of  the  Code  to  exempt  females 
from  arrest  in  all  cases,  except 
where  the  injuries  specified  in  the 
Code  are  affirmatively  shown  to 
be  willful,  and  to  make  them  sub- 
ject to  arrest  when  the  injury  is  at- 
tended with  that  clement  (Duncan 
agt.  Katen,  6  ffun^  1.) 

15.  Any  disturbance  of  the  right  of 
the  owner  of  an  article  to  have, 
use  and  enioy  it  securely,  and 
without  molestation,  is  an  injury 
for  which  the  law  gives  an  action, 
irrespective  of  any  damage  to 
the  thing  itself;  m  which  the 
right  of  property  exists.  Accord- 
ingly, where  the  defendant,  a 
female,  persuaded  and  induced  a 
clerk,  m  the  employ  of  the  plain- 
tlffis.  to  take  from  them  certain 
gold  certificates  and  deliver  the 
same  to  her,  which  she  willfully 
converted  or  concealed  firom  the 
plaintifis  *.  A^^tf,  that  she  was  guilty 
of  a  willful  injury  to  their  prop- 
erty, and  was  liable  to  arrest  under 
section  179  of  the  Code.    (Id.) 

16.  The  complaint  in  this  action  al- 
leged that  the  defendants  were 
auctioneers,  and  as  such  **sold 
and  delivered,  for  the  account  of 
the  plaintiff,  divers  pieces  of  furni- 
ture ; "  that  they  **  received  for  the 
account  and  benefit  of  the  plain- 
tiff, in  their  capacity  of  auctioneers, 
the  sum  of  $271. 7B,  and  that  thera 
remains  due  and  owing  fh>m  the 
defendants  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum 
of  $210.67,  with  the  mterest  from 
d6th  April,  1872,  and  which  said 
sum  hath  been  often  demanded 
but  refused."  Judgment  having 
been  entered  by  default,  an  execu- 
tion against  the  person  was  issued, 
no  order  of  arrest  having  been 
made  in  the  action.  Eeldy  mat  the 
execution  was  properly  set  aside ; 
that  it  did  not  appear  from  the 


complaint  that  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  defendant  to  pay  over  the 
identical  money  received,  but  sim- 
ply that  he  haa  received  a  certain 
sum  of  money,  on  account  of  the 
plaintiff,  which  he  could  pay  wii 
any  f\inds,  subject  to  his  use  and 
control  (Morange  agt.  Waldron^ 
6  Hun,  629.) 

17.  To  render  a  person  liable  to  ar- 
rest, under  subaivision  2  of  section 
179  relating  to  money  received  in 
a  fiduciary  capacity,  the  identic^ 
money  received  must  be  the  pro]»- 
erty  of  the  creditor.    (Id,) 

18.  In  the  absence  of  an  express  treaty 
stipulation,  there  is  no  implied  oi- 
ligation  binding  upon  and  enforc- 
ible  by  the  stale  courts,  not  to  de- 
tain an  extradited  person  brought 
within  their  jurisaiction  for  any 
act,  criminal  or  civil,  committed 
prior  to  the  extradition,  except  the 
crime  specified  in  the  proceedings 
under  which  he  was  surrenderSl 
(Grovbr  and  Folgbr,  JJ.,  dU- 
9enUng).  (Adriance  agt  Lagraw. 
59  iV^.  F.,itO.) 

19.  He  may  be  detained  by  arrest  un- 
der a  civil  process ;  and  it  is  not 
for  him  to  raise  the  question  that 
the  offence  with  which  he  was 
charged  in  the  extradition  proceed- 
ings was  not  within  the  treaty  be- 

■  tween  our  own  and  the  govem- 
'  ment  from  whose  territory  he  was 
taken,  or  that  the  latter  govern- 
ment was  deceived  and  demiuded. 
The  question  of  good  faith  is  for 
the  two  governments.  While 
parties  participatuag  in  procuring 
the  defendant  to  be  brought  by 
the  extradition  proceedings  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  in 
bad  faith,  for  the  purpose  of  ar- 
resting him  on  civil  process,  may 
not  receive  an  advantage  from 
their  wrongful  acts,  this  rule  does 
not  apply  to  persons  not  concerned 
therem.    (Id.) 

20.  The  liability  imposed  by  section 
201  of  the  Code  upon  a  sheriff  after 
the  arrest  of  a  defendant,  if  bail  be 
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not  given  or  the  sureties  do  not 
justiiy  when  excepted  to,  is  not 
absolute ;  his  liability  is  that  of 
baU,  with  its  privileges  and  quali- 
fications, and  he  is  entitled  to  dis- 
cfaaige  that  liability  in  the  same 
manner  as  is  allowed  to  bail. 
(Brady  agt  Bnmdage,  59  N,  Y., 
810.) 

21.  Accordingly  hdcL,  in  an  action 
against  a  sheriff  to  enforce  such 
Imbility,  that  the  court  had  power 
to  grant  an  order  exonerating  him 
upon  surrender  of  the  person  ar- 
rested to  actual  custody;  that  this 
power  could  be  exercised  upon 
sufficient  excuse  beine  shown  after 
the  time  prescribed  oy  the  Code 
(sec.  191),  *.  e.,  twenty  days  from  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  had 
elapsed;  that  it  was  within  the 
discretion  of  the  couit  to  deter- 
mine as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
excuse,  and  its  decision  thereon 
could  not  be  reviewed  here.    (Id.) 

22.  A  sworn  complaint  may  be  re- 
garded as  an  affidavit  when  pre- 
sented with  other  affidavits  for  the 
purpose  of  procuring  an  order  of 
arrest  (Pcimer  agt  HvMey.  59  N. 
r.,647.) 

ASSIGNMENT. 

1.  The  fees  of  a  public  officer  (justice 
of  the  peace),  earned  and  unearned, 
are  capable  of  assignment  Those 
unearned  having  no  actual  exist- 
ence rest  in  expectancy  merely, 
and  the  transfer  is  valid  in  equity 
as  an  a^eement  when  they  are 
brov^t  mto  existence.  The  case 
of  Field  agt  MayoVy  dbc.^  of  New 
York  (6  JK  Z.  179),  setUes  this. 
(Peofie  ex  reL  CfraUan  agt  Dayton^ 
arUSy  148.) 

2.  Also,  the  same  case  is  authority 
for  holding  that  such  an  assign- 
ment is  not  void  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  against  public  policy. 
(Id,) 

8.  The  case  is  different  from  an 
assignment  of  a  salary  of  a  public 


officer  not  earned  when  made  (see 
the  eases  of  Bliss  agt  Lawrence,  and 
Bliss  agt  Gardner,  48  Bow,  Pr.  i?., 
21,  deMed  in  the  Oowrt  of  Appeals) ; 
because  unearned  fees  depend  for 
their  allowance  upon  the  perform- 
ance of  the  service.    (Id.) 


ASSIGNMENT  FOR  CREDI- 
TORS. 

1.  Where  a  stock  of  goods  is  wrong- 
fully seized  by  the  sheriff  on  an 
attachment,  and  exclusive  posses- 
sion taken  of  .the  store  in  which 
they  are,  the  rent  of  the  store  for 
the  time  it  is  so  occupied  is  prop- 
erly allowed  to  an  assij^nee  for  the" 
benefit  of  creditors,  in  an  action 
brought  by  him  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  such  seizure.  (Oarman 
agt.  KeUy,  5  Hun,  288.) 

2.  An  assignee  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  has  no  right  to  employ 
clerks  to  sell  a  stock  of  goods  as- 
signed to  him,  at  retail,  in  the 
usual  course  of  business.    (Id.) 

8.  A  trustee,  under  an  assignment 
made  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
without  notice  to  the  creditors  or 
to  his  co-trustee,  who  he  knew 
was  opposed  to  the  compromise 
of  a  claim,  applied  to  the  court, 
by  a  petition  purporting  to  be 
made  on  behalf  of  himself  and 
his  co-trustee,  for  instruction  to 
make  such  compromise,  and  ob- 
tained an  order  directing  it  Held, 
on  application  for  the  passing  of 
his  accounts,  that  such  order  was 
no  protection  for  the  compromise 
made  thereunder  by  such  trustee. 
That  when  controverted  rights  or 
doubtful  acts  are  to  be  deter- 
mined, notice  should  always  be 
given  to  the  parties  interested. 
(Anonymovs  agt  Gelpcke,  5  Hun, 
245.) 

4.  Under  an  assignment  made  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,  the  trustee 
is  authorized  to  compromise  claims 
when  it  is  for  the  best  interest  of 
the  parties  in  interest  that  it  should 
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be  done,  though  such  power  is  not 
specifically  given  by  the  instru- 
ment of  assignment;  and  in  such 
case  an  order  of  the  court  ap- 
proving sach  compromise  is  sim- 
ply evidence  of  good  faith  and 
care  on  the  part  or  the  trustee  in 
the  execution  of  his  trost.    {Id.) 

5.  As  a  general  rule  trustees  cannot 
act  separately,  but  must  all  join 
in  any  sale,  lease  or  other  disposi- 
tion of  the  trust  property,   (id.) 

6.  Where,  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  it  was  agreed 
between  the  assignor  and  assignees 
that  they  should  lease  all  the  as- 
signed property  to  the  wife  of  the 
assizor,  which  agreement  was 
earned  into  effect,  the  assignees 
never  taking  possession  of  the 
property,  but  leaving  it  with  the 
assignor  and  his  wife,  Add^  that 
the  assignment  was  void,  as  tend- 
ing to  hinder,  delay  and  defraud 
creditors.  (DoUon  agt.  Kerr^  5 
Hun,  643.) 

7.  All  exempt  property,  although  ex- 
pressly excepted  from  the  assign- 
ment, was  included  in  the  inven- 
tory and  lease.  Held,  that  as  the 
assignees  acquired  no  title  by  the 
assignment  or  the  delivery  under 
it,  the  wife*s  title  would  not  be 
superior  to  that  of  the  creditors 
of  her  husband,  and  that  his 
assent  to  the  possession  would  not 
preclude  the  sheriff  from  levying 
upon  a  portion  of  such  exempt 
property  —  viz. ,  a  team  of  horses 
—  to  satisfy  a  judgment  obtained 
for  their  purchase-price  upon  the 
sale  to  the  husband.     {Id.) 


ATTACHMENT. 

Revised  Statutes,  230,  sections  26-- 
28;  1831,  chapter  300,  section  85 
—  statement  jiipon  information 
and  belief,  in  affidavit,  as  to  de- 
parture from  countv,  insufficient. 
{See  Sicides  agt  SuUi/oan,  5  Hun^ 
569.) 


When  attachment  and  order  of  ar- 
rest may  be  simultaneously  issued 
gainst  same  defendant.  {See 
Psople  agt.  Tweed,  5  Hun,  382.) 

1.  Plaintiff  brought  an  action  against 
the  defendant,  in  the  state  of  Con- 
necticut, to  recover  certidn  per- 
sonal property,  which  was  seized 
by  the  sheriff  and  released  upon 
the  execution  of  a  bond  for  its  ap- 
prised value,  $14,000.  Subse- 
quently she  brought  this  action,  in 

'  this  state,  to  recover  damages  for 
the  conversion  of  this  same  prop- 
erty, and  attached  property  of  the 
defendant  of  the  value  of  $31,000. 
Held,  that  the  plaintiff  should  be 
allowed  to  attach  only  so  much 
property  as  was  necessary  to  se- 
cure the  additional  amount  claim- 
ed in  this  action,  unless  she  elected 
to  abandon  the  suit  in  Connecticut, 
in  which  case  she  might  retain  her 
attachment  for  the  full  amount. 
{Trubee  agt.  Alden,  6  Hun,  75.) 

2.  In  this  case  an  attachment  was 
issued,  upon  an  affidavit  stating 
that  a  cause  of  action  existed  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  the 
defendant,  arising  out  of  a  con- 
tract made  and  executed  by  the 
defendant,  which  was  "  more  par- 
ticularly set  forth  in  the  copy  of 
complaint  hereto  annexed.'*  A 
copy  of  a  verified  complaint  9e^ 
ting  forth  the  contract  was  an- 
nexed to  the  affidavit.  Held,  that 
the  affidavit  was  sufficient,  and 
that  the  attachment  was  properly 
issued.  {CrandaU  agt.  McKaye,  6 
Hun,  483.) 

3.  Where  an  affidavit,  upon  the  ap- 
plication for  an  attachment,  alleges 
that  **  the  defendants  .ai:!0  indebted 
to  us,  the  plaintiffs,  in  the  sum  of 
$3,260.85,  for  goods  sold  and  deliv- 
ered, for  which  they  have  prom- 
ised but  failed  to  psy,^'  it  suffi- 
ciently states  a  cause  of  action.  If 
the  goods  were  not  payable  on 
delivery,  but  were  sold  on  credit, 
it  rests  upon  the  defendant  to 
show  such  to  be  the  case ;  it  is  not 
necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  deny 
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that  H  is  so  in  his  affidavit   (Kiefer 
acrt  WebsUr,  6  Hun,  526.) 

4.  Before  an  attachment  cap  issue 
against  a  party  for  a  failure  to 
comply  with  a  Judgment  or  order 
of  the  court,  what  he  can  properly 
be  required  to  do,  must  be  dis- 
tinctly settled  and  ascertained. 
This  may  either  be  done  by  tlie 
court  itself,  on  the  hearing  of  the 
application  for  the  attachment,  or 
a  reference  may  be  ordered  for 
that  purpose.    (Sutton  agt  DaviSj 

4  6  Hun,  287.) 

# 

5.  In  an  action  wherein  an  attach- 
ment had  been  issued  and  levied 
upon  property  of  defendants, 
which  had  been  released  by  the 
giving  of  an  undertaking  with 
sureties,  defendants  moved  for 
leave  to  file  a  supplemental  answer 
setting  up  their  discharge  in  bank- 
ruptcy in  proceedings  commenced 
more  than  four  months  after  such 
levy  and  release.  Reldy  that  a 
strong  case  of  injustice  in  allowing 
the  defense  was  shown,  as  if  re- 
ceived it  mieht  deprive  plaintiff  of 
a  proper  advantage  lawfully  ob- 
tained ;  and  that  an  order  denying 
the  application  was  not  review- 
able. (Holyoke  agt.  Adanu,  59  N. 
r:,  283.) 

6.  Where  the  balance  due  a  depos- 
itor in  a  bank  is  levied  on  by  vir- 
tue of  an  attachment  against  the 
depositor,  the  bank  is  not  author- 
ized to  deduct  an  outstanding 
check  given  by  the  depositor  to  a 
third  person,  which  had  not,  prior 
to  the  levv  of  the  attachment,  been 
presented  and  accepted.  (Duncan 
agt  BerUn,  60  N.  F.,  151.) 

7.  And  this  is  so,  although  a  clerk 
in  the  bank  has,  prior  to  the  levy, 
stated  to  the  holder  that  the  check 
was  in  order  and  would  be  paid. 
The  promise  did  not  bind  the 
bank,  as  a  parol  acceptance  is  not 
vaUd(li2.iS.,768,  «5c.  6).    (Id.) 

ATTORNEY. 

1.  When  will  be  disbarred.  (Matter 
of  LoeWy  ante,  878.) 


2.  Unless  specially  authorized  so  to 
do,  an  attorney  cannot  compromise 
an  action  upon  payment  of  his 
costs,  without  the  knowledge  and 
consent  of  his  principal.  (Man- 
dmOe  agt.  Beynolds,  5  Hun,  838.) 

Employment  of  counsel  by  —  evi- 
dence— liabilitv  of  client  (See 
Pomeroy  agt.  Pkrce^  5  Hun,  119.) 

Malpractice  by .  (See  Matter  of  Loew, 
5  Hun,  462.) 

8.  Defendant's  attorney  applied  for 
an  order  dismissing  the  complaint 
herein,  for  want  of  prosecution, 
on  the  ground  that  the  parties  had, 
by  a  collusive  agreement,  settled 
the  suit,  in  order  to  deprive  him 
of  his  costs.  The  motion  was 
denied,  without  leave  to  renew. 
Subsequently,  defendant's  attor- 
ney applied  for  leave  to  renew  the 
motion,  which  was  refused.  Hdd, 
Uiat  as  the  motion  was  made  by 
the  attorney  for  his  own  benefit, 
and  not  for  that  of  his  client,  that 
the  costs  of  the  motion  were  prop- 
erly imposed  upon  him.  (Eisner 
agt.  Hamet,  6  Hun,  284.) 

4  Action  against  for  misapplication 
and  appropriation  of  moneys  to 
his  own  use,  received  as  agent  or 
attorney  for  another,  under  agree- 
ment to  hold,  account  for  and  pav 
out  the  same  when  demandea, 
should  be  on  contract  and  not  in 
tort.  (Harden  agt.  Gorbett,  6  Hun, 
522.) 

5.  The  authority  of  an  attorney  em- 
ployed to  prosecute  or  defend  an 
action,  in  the  absence  of  special 
circumstances,  continues  by  vir- 
tue of  the  original  retainer  until 
its  final  determination;  the  con- 
tract is  single  ;  no  right  of  action 
accrues  to  him,  and  the  statute  of 
limitations  does  not  be^n  to  run 
a^^st  his  claim  for  services,  until 
his  relation  as  attorney  to  the  suit 
is  ended.  (Bathgate  agt.  Haskin, 
59  N.  r.,  533.) 

6.  Where  an  application  is  made  to 
the  supreme  court  by  one  attor- 
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ney  to  disbar  anotbcr»  the  court, 
by  virtue  of  its  authority  over  the 
conduct  of  its  attorneys,  has 
power,  independent  of  the  Code, 
upon  determining  that  the  pro- 
ceedings were  instituted  in  bad 
faith  to  order  the  disbursements 
and  costs  of  motion  to  be  paid  bj 
the  applicant,  and  its  decision  is 
not  reviewable  here.  {In  re  KeUy^ 
59  JV^  r.,595.) 


ATTORNEY  AND  CLIENT. 

1.  When  application  is  made  by  a 
client  for  leave  to  change  his  at- 
torney, no  professional  misconduct 
on  his  part  being  alleged,  and  it 
appearing  to  the  court  that  the 
attorney  has  advanced  large  sums 
of  money  in  the  progress  of  the 
case,  relying  for  compensation 
upon  the  interest  of  his  client  in 
the  subject-matter  of  the  action, 
the  court  will  require  the  client  to 
pay  the  amount  due,  or,  in  case  he 
&  unable  to  do  so,  to  execute  to  the 
attorney  a  present  assignment  of 
so  much  of  his  interest  in  the  sub- 
lect-matter  of  the  action,  as  may 
be  necessary  to  insure  the  ba3rment 
thereof.  (Rowland  agt  Taylor^  6 
Bun,  237.) 


AWARD. 

1.  The  interest  on  an  award  to  the 
plaintifff or  the  widening  of  Broad- 
way, in  pursuance  of  the  act  of 
1869,  began  to  run  against  the  cor- 
poration of  the  city  of  New  York 
on  the  day  that  demand  was  made 
upon  the  comptroller  by  the  plain- 
tin  for  payment,  pursuant  to  the 
act  of  1860,  after  the  confirmation 
of  the  report  of  the  commissioners. 
{Phillips  agt.  Cudlipp,  ante,  863.) 

2.  In  an  action  to  reach  an  award  in 
the  hands  of  the  comptroller  of 
the  city  of  New  York,  for  the  tak- 
ing mortgaged  premises  for  the 
widening  of  Broadway,  where  the 
whole  issue  was  between  the  de- 


fendants and  the  corporation,  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  an  extra 
allowance  under  section  309  of  the 
Code.  {Poilkm  agt.  OudUpp,  ante, 
866.) 


BAIL. 

1.  Whether  a  defendant  can  be  held 
to  bail  in  a  second  action  com- 
menced for  the  same  cause  of  a 
previous  action  discontinued,  is 
not  a  matter  of  legal  right,  but  is 
to  be  determined  upon-  circum- 
stances. When  the  second  action 
is  vexatious,  the  general  rule  is 
that  the  defendant  shall  not  again 
be  arrested,  otherwise  he  may  be. 
{People  agt.  Ttoeed,  ante,  26.| 

2.  It  has  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  an  order  of  arrest  and  attach- 
ment may  be  had  in  the  same  ac- 
tion, and  that  it  is  discretionary 
with  the  court  below  to  determine 
when  both  remedies  ma^  be  re- 
sorted to.  Being  discretionary,  it 
is  not  reviewable  here.    {Id.) 

8.  The  (juestion,  whether  the  amount 
of  bail  in  any  case  is  excessive  is 
clearly  a  question  of  discretion 
with  the  court  below,  and  not  re- 
viewable here.    {Id,) 

Undertaking  on  arrest  —  amount  of 
bail.  {See  People  agt  Tweed,  5 
Eiin,  882.) 


BILL  OP  PARTICULARS. 

1.  A  bill  of  particulars  will  not  be 
required  by  the  court  when  it  ap- 
pears that  the  defendant,  by  in- 
ducing his  confederates  to  bum 
and  destroy  the  books  and  papers 
from  which  such  bill  of  particu- 
lars could  have  been  prepared, 
has,  to  a  great  extent,  made  it  im- 
possible for  the  plaintiff  to  furnish 
it   {Pio^  agt  Tweed,  5  Hun,  863.) 

2.  In  an  action  by  the  people  under 
chapter  49  of  the  Laws  of  1875, 
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the  court  sbonld  not  require  the 
people  to  furnish  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars when  the  items  to  be  fur- 
nished, if  in  existence,  are  con- 
tained in  the  public  documents  of 
a  municipal  corporation,  or  the 
private  books  or  papers  of  the 
confederates  of  the  defendant 
seeking  such  bill  of  particulars. 

8.  In  an  action  of  crtm.  con,,  the 
court  of  original  Jurisdiction  has 
power  to  requu^  plaintiff  to  fbr- 
nlsh  defendant  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars. (TiUan  agt.  Beecher,  59  If. 
r.,176.) 

4.  An  order,  therefore,  denymg  an 
application  for  such  a  bill,  solely 
upon  the  ground  of  want  of  power, 
is  reviewable  in  this  court.    (Id.) 

5.  An  appeal  from  an  order  of  the 
special  term  of  the  city  court  of 
Brooklyn,  denying  a  motion  for  a 
bill  of  particulars,  on  the  ground 
of  want  of  power,  was  heard  at  a 
general  term  held  by  two  judges, 
and  they  disagreeing,  the  order 
was  affirmed  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  relating  to  said  court 
{see.  6,  chap.  4:70,  Laws  of  1870), 
directing  an  affirmance  in  case  of 
the  non-concurrence  of  two  judges 
for  reversal.  Held  (Allen  aiid 
Grover,  JJ.,  disseniing),  that  the 
presumption  did  not  attach  in  such 
case  that  the  general  term  had 
passed  upon  the  merits,  and  tliat 
the  order  was  reviewable  here. 
(Id.) 

6.  Bills  of  particulars  may  be  order- 
ed** in  all  cases"  (Code,  see.  158), 
and  an  application  for  such  a  bill 
is  the  appropriate  proceeding, 
where  a  party  seeks  to  be  fully 
apprised  of  the  particulars  or  cir- 
ciimstances  of  time  and  place,  of 
the  matters  set  forth  in  his  oppo- 
nent's pleadings.     (Id.) 

7.  An  application  under  section  160 
of  the  Code,  to  have  the  pleading 
made  more  definite  and  certain, 
would  not  afford  an  appropriate 
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remedy  in  such  a  case,  as  that 
section  only  enables  a  party  to  ob- 
tain a  definite  statement  of  **the 
precise  nature  of  the  charge  or  de- 
fence," where  the  pleading  is  so 
indefinite  and  uncertain  that  it  is 
not  apparent  therefrom.    (Id.) 


BANKRUPT. 

1.  A  bankrupt  cannot  prefer  a 
foreign  creditor  in  violation  of 
the  provisions  of  the  United 
States  bankrupt  act.  (Olcott  agt 
Madean,  ante,  455.) 


BANKS. 

1.  Although  a  cashier  and  a  presi- 
dent of  a  bank  may,  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  business,  without 
the  action  of  the  board  of  direct- 
ors, dispose  of  the  negotiable  secu- 
rities of  the  bank,  yet  they  have 
not  the  power  to  pledge  its  assets 
for  the  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt,  (^ie  of  Tennessee  tigt. 
Dams,  ante,  447.) 


BOND. 

1.  A  collector's  bond,  executed  by 
him  and  approved  by  the  super- 
visor of  the  town  or  ward,  for  the 
collection  of  taxes,  is  not  void  be- 
cause the  collector's  name  was  not 
inserted  in  the  indebtedness  clause 
of  the  penal  part  of  the  bond. 
The  collector  si^ed  the  bond  and 
delivered  it,  Which  was  sufficient. 
(WUder  agt.  Butterfield,  ante,  885.) 

2.  Nor  is  the  bond  void  by  reason  of 
there  being  no  seal  to  the  collect- 
or's name.  His  adoption  of  the 
seal  of  one  of  the  sureties,  which 
he  had  a  right  to  do,  was  suffi- 
cient.   (Id.) 

3.  Nor  is  the  bond  void  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  condition  of  the  bond 
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does  not  state  the  amount  of  the 
taxes,  —  where  it  appeared  that 
the  blank  was  left  anfilled,  eyi- 
dently  by  mistake,  but  the  penal 
part  of  the  bond  was  in  double  the 
amount  of  taxes  named  in  the  roll, 
and  the  bond,  by  its  terms,  was 
only  to  be  void  in  case  the  collect- 
or **  shall  faithfully  execute  the 
duties  of  collector."    (Id,) 

4.  When  the  bond,  in  its  terms,  is  a 
substantial  compliance  with  the 
statute,  and  when  filed  with  the 
approval  of  the  supervisor  indorsed 
thereon,  it  becomes  a  lien  upon  the 
property  of  the  persons  executing 
It  That  is,  the  statute  says: 
**  Every  such  bond  shall  be  a  hen 
on  all  the  real  estate  held  Jointly 
or  severally  b^  the  collector  or  his 
sureties  withm  the  county  at  the 
time  of  filing  thereof *^    (Id.) 

6.  A  collector's  bond  for  taxes,  per- 
fect on  its  face,  apparently  duly 
executed  by  all  whose  names  ap- 
pear therem,  purporting  to  be 
signed,  sealed  and  delivered,  and 
actually  delivered  to  and  approved 
by  the  supervisor  to  whom  it  was 
given,  without  any  stipulation  or 
notice  of  any  condition,  cannot  be 
avoided  by  the  sureties  upon  the 
ground  that  they  signed  it  on  a 
condition  that  it  should  not  be  de- 
livered unless  it  was  executed  by 
another  person  who  did  not  exe- 
cute it  (Biehardson  agt.  Bogers, 
aniey  403.) 

6.  Especially  should  such  sureties 
be  held  liable  where  they  allowed 
the  bond  to  stand  unquestioned  in 
the  hands  of  the  supervisor,  and 
the  collector  to  proceed  with  the 
collection  of  the  taxes  and  the  de- 
posit of  the  same  in  the  hands  of 
another  of  the  sureties,  and  the 
fiulure  of  the  latter,  before  moving 
in  the  matter.    (Id,)  ■ 

7.  The  conclusions  reached  in  the 
case  of  Wilder  agt.  Butterfield  (ante), 
as  to  the  questions  arising  there, 
must  control  any  like  questions 
arising  in  this  case,    (/d) 


BOOKS  AND  PAPERa 

Discovery  of — when  party  not  enti- 
tled to.  (See  ffarbuan  agt  Von 
VoUeenburgh,  5  Hun,  454.) 

Power  of  canal  commission,  ap- 
pointed by  Joint  resolotion  of  legis- 
lature, to  compel  production  of. 
(See  People  agt.  Learned^  5  Han, 
626.) 


CASK 

1.  Where  the  defendant's  right  to 
make  a  case  on  which  to  obtain  a 
review  of  the  trial  of  the  special 
issues  tried  by  a  jury,  has  expired, 
according  to  rule  40  the  defend- 
ant must  be  deemed  to  have  ac- 
quiesced in  the  verdict,  and  the 
same  cannot  be  questioned  any 
more.  (Hegeman  agt  CantreU, 
ante,  188.) 

2.  Under  such  circumstances  it 
would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  con- 
sider and  settle  the  case  for  such 
review.    (Id.) 

8.  Where,  after  such  trial,  the  cause 
was  finally  heard  as  an  equity 
cause,  at  special  term,  and  judg- 
ment given,  from  which  defendant 
took  an  appeal,  this  appeal  the 
defendant  could  review  on  making 
a  case  for  that  purpose.    (Id.) 


CAUSE  OP  ACTION. 

1.  Where  the  summons  was  for  re- 
lief, and  the  complaint  alleged  that 
the  defendant,  with  the  intent  to 
deceive  and  defraud  the  plaintiff 
by  inducing  him  to  take  his  (de- 
fendant's) note  for  $182  for  money 
lent  to  him  by  plaintiff,  falsely  and 
fraudulently  represented  that  he 
owned  certain  property,  specify- 
ii^g  ^t,  by  which  representation 
plaintiff  was  induced  to  take  the 
note;  that  it  was  not  paid;  that 
the  representation  was  false,  was 
known  to  be  so  by  the  defendant, 
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and  was  made  with  intent  to  de- 
ceive and  defraad  the  plaintiff: 
hddt  that  the  action  was  in  tort, 
and  not  on  contract  (iVdb  agt 
Boot,  5  Bun,  547.) 

9.  Where  one,  who,  by  a  conspiracy 
entered  into  by  sevend  persons, 
has  been  deprived  of  certain  real 
estate,  brings  an  action  and  ob- 
tains a  judgment  therem  directing 
the  cancellation  of  certain  con- 
veyances, and  requiring  the  de- 
fendants tb  convey  the  property  to 
bim,  and  account  for  the  rents 
and  profits  received  by  them,  he 
ma^  subsequentlv  bring  an  action 
agamst  certain  of  the  said  defend- 
ants to  recover  any  damages  sus- 
tained bv  him,  in  addition  to  those 
provided  for  in  the  first  judgment. 
The  defendants  may  be  held  to 
bail  in  an  action  of  this  kind. 
(Bruce  agt  KeUy,  5  Bun,  229.) 

-8.  The  law  does  not  require  that  le- 
gal and  equitable  causes  of  action 
shall  be  united  even  when  they 
arise  out  of  the  same  transaction, 
or  are  connected  with  the  subject 
of  the  action.  It  is  a  privilege 
conferred  upon  the  plaintiflT,  but 
whether  he  will  avail  himself  of  it 
or  not,  is  left  solely  to  his  own 
election.    (Id) 

• 

When  several  causes  of  action  not 
to  be  deemed  united  in  complaint. 
(See  Walters  agt.  Continental  Ins. 
Oo,,  5  Bun,  848.) 

When  complaint  contains  but  one, 
in   action  for   eross  amount  of 
several  sums  of  monev  fraudu- 
lently obtained.    (See  People  agt. 
Tu)eed,  5  Bun,  868.) 

Improper  joinder  in  action  against 
maker  and  guarantor  of  promis- 
sory note — when  separate  de- 
murrer by  each  sustained  on 
r-ound  of.  (See  Barton  agt  Speis, 
Bun,  60.) 

Tort  -  contract  (See  Sheahan  agt 
Shcmahan,  5  Bun,  461.) 


CERTIORARI. 

Proceedings  of  board  of  police  in 
removing  patrolman  —  when  not 
reviewed  on  certiorari.  (See  Peo- 
ple ex  ret,  Clapp  agt.  Department 
of  Pbliee,  5  Bun,  457.) 

1.  Upon  a  common-law  certiorari  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  court,  in  addition 
to  inauinng  whether  the  court  had 
jurisaiction,  to  examine  the  evi- 
dence also,  and  determine  whether 
there  was  any  competent  proof  of 
the  facts  necessary  to  authorize 
the  adjudication,  and  whether  in 
making  it  an  v  rule  of  law  affecting 
the  rights  of  the  parties  has  been 
violate.  (People  ex  rel.  Miller  ta^. 
Police  Commissioners,  6  Bun,  229.) 

2.  Matters  of  mere  detail  in  the  order 
or  ^node  of  proceeding  not  vio- 
lating any  rule  of  law  to  the  preju- 
dice of  the  party, .  and  matters 
which  are  clearly  submitted  to  the 
judgment  or  discretion  of  the  in- 
ferior tribunal  when  the  evidence 
presents  a  case  for  its  exercise, 
cannot  be  reviewed  by  certiorari. 
(Id,) 

8.  Upon  a  common-law  certiorari 
the  return  is  held  conclusive  ;  the 
court  cannot  consider  affidavits 
tending  to  show  that  it  is  false, 
nor  can  the  court  refer  it  to  a 
referee  to  ascertain  the  truth  of 
the  facts  stated  in  the  return. 
{People  ex  rel,  Simonds  agt  Bykm, 
6  B^n,  625.). 


CHALLENGES. 

1.  The  power  of  the  mayor  of  New 
York  to  appoint,  in  pursuance  of 
an  act  of  the  legislature,  a  commis- 
sioner of  jurors  to  prepare  the  lists 
from  which  the  names  of  the  per- 
sons to  serve  as  petit  jurors  are  to 
be  taken,  cannot  be  tried  on  a 
challenge  to  the  array  of  the  jurors 
so  drawn.  (Dolan  agt  People,  6 
Bun,  498.) 
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CHARGE. 

Given  to  jury  on  Sunday — when 
objections  "waived.  (See  BoberU 
agt.  Bower  J  6  Hun^  658.) 


CLAIM    AND    DELIVERY    OP 
PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff,  to 
enforce  the  liability  imposed  by 
section  210  of  the  Code,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  failure  to  justify  of 
plaintiffs  sureties  in  an  action 
for  the  claim  and  deliverv  of  per- 
sonal property,  defendant  s  answer 
alleged  that,  after  the  sureties 
failSi  to  justify,  he  retained  pos- 
session of  the  property  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  defendant  in  said  ac- 
tion, and  afterward  surrendered  it 
to  sfliid  defendant  upon  his  agree- 
ment to  relieve  him  from  all  lia- 
bility. Hdd^  tliat  the  facts  alleged 
constituted  no  defense ;  that  by 
excepting  to  the  sureties  the  de- 
fendant m  said  action  waived  his 
right  to  reclaim  the  property 
{pode^  sec.  210),  and  it  thereupon 
became  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to 
deliver  it  forthwith  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  any  agreement  with  the 
opposite  party  to  violate  that  duty 
was  against  public  policy  and 
void  ;  that  in  tne  absence  of  alle- 

fations  to  that  effect,  it  could  not 
e  assumed  that  <he  plaintiff  as- 
sented to  the  retention  of  the 
propertv,  and  whether  the  sheriff 
retamed  it  wrongfully  or  not  it 
was  his  duty  to  deliver  it  to  de- 
fendant after  and  in  obedience  to 
a  judgment  in  his  favor,  and  the 
discharge  of  that  duty  furnished 
no  consideration  for  the  promise 
to  release.    (Hqfheimer  agt.  Camp- 

bea,69N.  r.,m.) 

2.  Plaintiff  shipped  by  canal  boat 
to  N.  Y.  a  quantity  of  barlev 
consigned  to  their  factors,  G.  W. 
&  Co. ;  it  was  mixed  with  other 
barley  owned  by  and  consigned 
to  other  parties.  By  the  bill  of 
lading  the  captain  of  the  boat  was 
to  hold  five  days  after  arrival, 


without  charge  ;  and  thereafter  to 
hold,  at  one  aollar  and  fifty  cents 
per  dayj  until  the  consignees  re- 
moved it.  The  captain  received 
verbal  instructions  to  hold  until 
sold.  After  arrival  defendants 
agreed  with  G.  "W.  &  Co.  to  store 
the  barlev  and  advance  thereon, 
and  the  boat,  by  direction  of  G. 
W.  &  Co.  (who  told  the  captain 
they  had  sold),  was  towed  to  de- 
fendants* warehouse  for  the  pur- 
pose of  delivery.  Upon  notifica- 
tion from  the  captain  oY  its  arriral 
defendants  made  the  advance,  as 
agreed,  and  the  barley  was  put  in 
store.  In  an  action  to  recover 
possession  thereof,  held  (Rapallo 
and  Andrews,  JJ.,  dissenting), 
that  G.  W.  &  Co.  had  no  posses- 
sion, either  actual  or  constructive, 
of  the  barley,  and  could  not  create 
a  pledge  valid  as  against  the  plain- 
tiffs; tmd  that  the  latter  had  the 
right  to  follow  and  reclaim  their 
property.  (Houoland  agt.  Wood- 
ruff, 60  jy.  r.,  78.) 

3.  Plaintiffs  contracted  to  sell,  and 
defendants  to  purchase  fifteen 
casks  **  pure  cream  of  tartar  as  per 
sample  ♦  *  *  payable  by  gold 
note  at  ninety  days."  The  goods 
were  delivered,  but  defendants, 
claiming  that  thej*  were  impure 
and  not  equal  to  sample,  refused 
to  deliver  their  note  for  amount. 
Plain ti^,  thereupon,  demanded  a 
return  of  the  goods ;  this  defend- 
ants reftised,  stating  they  "  would 
hold  them  for  a  faithful  perform- 
ance of  the  contract."  In  an  action 
to  recover  possession,  heldy  that 
the  sale  and  delivery  being  condi- 
tional upon  payment  by  note,  it 
was  not  consummated,  and  the 
refusal  of  defendants  to  perform 
gave  plaintiffs  a  right  to  reclaim 
the  goods;  and  that  defendants 
had  no  right  to  retain  them  for  the 
performance  of  the  contract  (0»- 
bom  agt  QanU.  60  2^.  F.,  540.) 

CLERKS. 

Of  district  courts  in  the  city  of  New 
York  —  not  local  officers  within 
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meaning  of  section  97,  cliapter 
835,  1878.  {See  WhUmare  agt. 
MdyoTy  5  JETun,  195.) 


CODE. 

Sections  95,  102  — claims  against 
estate  of  deceased,  referred  under 
the  statute — when  barred  by 
statute  of  limitations.  0^  EuUs- 
lander  agt.  Thamp^an^  5  Eun^  848.) 

Section  149  —  denials  in  answer — 
when  sufficient    (See  Meehan  9^. 

Section  265  contemplates  a  real, 
and  not  a  mere  formal  review — 
denial,  pro  format  of  motion  for 
new  trial  at  special  term  is  irre^- 
lar.  (See  Cook  agt.  Allen^  5  Bun^ 
561.) 

Section  271  —  referee's  fees  under, 
proper  disbursement  to  be  allowea 
successful  party.  (See  PitkCns  agt 
Coolepy  5  Hun,  48.) 

Section  348 — notice  required  by  — 
complaint  in  action  on  undertak- 
ing —  when  defective.  (See  Porter 
a^  Kingsbury,  5  Hun,  597.) 

Section  886 — offer  of  judgment  — 
trial  fee — ri^ht  of  plaintiff  to, 
upon  taking  mquest  after  service 
of  offer  by  defendant.  (^  Haw- 
ley  agt  Dam,  5  Hun,  6^.) 

Section  890—2  Revised  Statutes, 
406,  section  73,  prohibiting  disclo- 
sure of  information  by  physicians, 
not  repealed  by.  (^  Edington 
agt.  i/tf^.  lAfe  Ine,  Co.,  6  Hun,  1.) 

Section  899 — what  a  party  is  pro- 
hibited from  testifying  to,  cannot 
be  established  inferentially  from 
his  testimony.  (See  Johnson  agt. 
Spies,  5  Hun,  468.) 

Section  899  — *  partr  cannot  testify  in 
behalf  of  co-plaintiff,  or  co-de- 


fendant.   (See  Bennett  agt.  Austin, 
5  Hun,  586.) 

Section  899 — evidence  inadmissible 
under.  (See  Baldwin  agt.  Smith,  5 
Hun,  454.) 

Section  110 — what  sufficient  ac- 
knowledgment of  debt  under.  (See 
Boss  agt.  Boss,  6  Hun,  80.) 

1.  Where  new  matter  is  set  up  in 
the  answer,  not  constituting  a 
counter-claim,  the  plaintiff  is  not 
confined  to  proving  the  negative* 
of  the  matter  thus  alleged,  but 
may  prove  any  facts  bv  wnich  the 
same  is  avoided.  Where,  in  an 
action  to  foreclose  a  mort^^e,  the 
defendant  alleged  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  the  owner  and  holder  of 
the  mortgage,  but  that  the  same 
was  owned  by  one  P. ,  held,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  prove 
that  although  the  mortgage  had 
once  been  assigned  to  P.,  vet  that 
P.  had  subsequently  reassigned  to 
him.  (Johnson  agt  White,  6  Hun, 
587.) 

2.  In  an  action  brought  by  a  phy- 
sician to  recover  for  services  ren- 
dered to  defendant's  testator,  he 
was  asked  whether  he  treated  the 
testator  professionally  within  the 
six  years  next  preceding  his  death. 
Held,  that  the  question  was  prop- 
erly excluded,  as  inadmissible 
under  section  899  of  the  Code. 
(Boss  agt  Boss,  6  Hun,  182.) 

8.  J.  Conway  sold  certain  tools  to 
the  plaintm,  his  daughter;  after- 
ward he  engaged  in  the  service  of 
the  defendanta,  and,  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  plaintiff,  agreed  with 
them  that  the  use  of  the  tools 
should  be  transferred  to  them  for 
an  indefinite  time,  for  whatever 
the  use  should  be  worth.  When 
the  work  ceased  the  tools  were  lett 
with  the  defendants,  and  this  ac- 
tion was  brought  to  recover  them. 
Upon  the  trial  plaintiff  offered  to 
prove  by  Conway,  that  he  had  de- 
manded the  tools  from  the  defend- 
ant Russell,  who  was  dead  at  the 
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time  of  the  trial,  and  that  he  had 
refused  to  deliver  them.  Held^ 
that  the  eyidence  was  properly 
rejected  as  inadmissible,  under  sec- 
tion 899  of  the  Code.  (Comtay  agt. 
MouU<yn,  6  Hun,  650.) 


COMMISSION, 

Deposition — when  admissible  in 
eyidence.  (See  Carman  agt  KeOy, 
6  Hun,  288.) 


COMMON  CARRIER. 

1.  It  is  competent  for  a  carrier  or 
agent  to  limit  hia  liability,  and 
such  contracts  are  held  yalid  when 
free  from  fraud  or  imposition. 
(Dana  agt  JV.  T.  CerUral  d  Hud- 

.  $an  BiverR  R  Co.,  ante,  428.) 

2.  Where  the  receipt  declares  that 
the  company,  in  sending  forward 
goods  beyond  their  termini,  shall 
act  **  as  the  agent  of  the  consi^or 
or  consignee,  and  not  as  earner," 
it  is  its  duty  as  such  agent  to  giye 
correct  information  and  instruc- 
tions to  the  succeeding  carrier,  as 
to  the  destination  and  delivery  of 
the  property  transferred  to  the  lat- 
ter company  ;  otherwise  it  is  lia- 
ble in  damages  to  the  consignor 
for  all  loss  and  injury  to  the  prop- 
erty which,  by  its  agreement  with 
him.  they  undertook  to  carry  to 
its  aestination.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  a  common  carrier,  in  re- 
ceiving goods  for  carriage,  delivers 
a  receipt  to  the  shipper,  containing 
these  words  :  '*And  if  the  value  of 
the  property  above  described  is 
not  stated  by  the  shipper,  the 
holder  will  not  demand  of  the 
Adams  Express  Company  a  sum 
exceeding  fifty  dollars  for  the  loss 
or  detention  of,  or  damage  to  the 
property  aforesaid,"  such  receipt 
IS  a  contract  between  the  parties, 
and  the  omission  of  the  shipper  to 
disclose  the  value  is  such  a  con- 
cealment as  amounts  to  a  fraud  in 


law  upon  the  carrier,  and  where 
there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  mate- 
rial facts,  it  is  a  question  of  law 
for  the  court,  and  not  of  fact  for 
the  jury ;  and  in  case  of  loss  of 
the  property  by  the  carrier  he  will 
be  exonerated  from  liability  aris- 
ing from  ordinary  negligence. 
(Magnin  agt  Adams  Express  Co,, 
ante,  457.) 

4  Semble,  a  carrier  under  such  a 
contract  would  not  be  relieved 
where  his  acts,  or  those  of  his  ser- 
vants, have  amounted  to  misfeas- 
ance or  abandonment  of  his  char- 
acter as  carrier.    (Id.) 


CX)MPLAINT. 

1.  Where  there  are  different  acts  of 
fraud  referred  to  in  the  complaint, 
and  which  are  spedflcally  stated 
in  the  schedule  attached,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  they  should  be 
stated  separately,  in  conformity 
with  section  167  of  the  Code,  where 
the  complaint  alleges  that  all  the 
items  set  forth  in  the  schedule  were 
fraudulent,  and  certified  in  pur- 
suance of  a  general  conspiracy. 
(People  agt.  Tweed,  ante,  38.) 

2.  It  should  be  entirely  clear  ui)on  a 
motion  to  the  court  to  compel  the 
plaintiff  to  make  his  complaint 
more  definite  and  certain  that  the 
pleading  is  insufllcient,  before  the 
court  should  interfere,  and  unless 
such  is  plainly  the  case,  the  relief 
demanded  should  be  reflised.  Such 
applications  are  addressed  veiy 
much  to  the  discretion  of  the  court 
below,  and  their  decision  at  gen- 
eral term  is  final,  and  no  appeal 
Ues  to  this  court    (Id.) 

See  DiBMiBSiLL  of  Complaint. 

People  agt  Tweed,  ante,  434. 
See  Action. 

People  agt.  Fields,  ante,  481. 

8.  In  an  action  on  a  note,  dated  June 
18, 1874,  and  payable  two  months 
after  date,  the  jurat  on  the  verifi- 
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cation  of  the  complaint  was  dated 
Jane  24, 1874.  The  defendant  de- 
murred on  the  ground  that  the 
complaint  did  not  state  facts  con- 
stituting a  cause  of  action.  Held^ 
that  the  jurat  did  not  form  part  of 
the  complaint.  The  proper  reme- 
dy for  the  defendant  in  such  cases 
is  by  motion.  {State  Bank  of  Olean 
agt  Shaw^  5  Hun^  114.) 

4.  In  an  action  against  executors  for 
the  recovery  of  an  indebtedness 
which  accrued  during  the  life  of 
the  testator,  the  complaint  may 
allege  that  they  are  sued  as  execu- 
tors, or  may  set  out  their  repre- 
sentative character,  to  show  that 
the  action  is  brought  to  recover  a 
demand  owing  by  their  testator  in 
his  lifetime.  ( Yates  agt  Hoffman^ 
5  Hun,  118.) 

5.  In  an  action  by  the  people, 
brought  under  the  provisions  of 
chapter  49  of  the  Laws  of  1875, 
an  order,  made  on  the  application 
of  the  defendant,  to  recover  for 
whose  malfeasance  the  action  is 
brought,  which  requires  the  plain- 
tifls  to  amend  the  complamt  so 
that  it  shall  specify,  what  right  or 
interest  in  the  premises  the  mu- 
nicipality, joined  as  a  party  de- 
fencmnt  imder  the  provisions  of 
said  act,  **set  up  or  pretend  to," 
is  erroneous  for  the  reason  that  the 
party  defendant  so  applying  has 
no  intei'est  in  such  question  and 
cannot  take  issue  thereon.  (People 
agt.  Tweed,  5  Hun,  858.) 

6.  In  an  action  for  fraud,  the  fact 
that  the  complaint  f^oes  largely 
into  detail  in  describmg  the  pro- 
cess and  progress  of  the  frauds  set 
forth,  does  not  justify  the  court  in 
requiring  the  plaintiffs  to  elect 
between  several  allegations,  all  of 
which  only  lead  up  to  the  general 
averment  which  constitutes  the 
real  gravamen  of  the  complaint. 
(JA) 

7.  In  an  action  for  moneys  fraudu- 
lentlv  obtained  and  unlawfully 
withheld,  a  suit  to  recover  the 


gross  amount  may  be  treated  as 
embracing  but  one  cause  of  action. 
The  fact  that  the  moneys  have 
been  obtained  b^  divers  frauds, 
perpetrated  at  difierent  times,  does 
not  reduce  the  cause  of  action  of 
the  party  defrauded  to  as  many 
distinct  causes  of  action  as  there 
are  frauds.    {Id.) 

8.  A  complaint  is  not  to  be  deemed 
to  unite  several  causes  of  action, 
simply  because  it  sets  forth  several 
grounds  on  which  the  defendant 
might  be  liable  in  reject  to  the 
same  transaction.  (WaUers  agt. 
ConUnental  Ins.  Go.,  6  Hun,  8^.) 

Amendment  of — when  not  allowed. 
{See  Weeks  agt.  Hoyi,  5  Hun,  847.) 

When  allegations  of,  show  action  to 
be  in  tort  and  not  on  contract. 
(See  Peck  agt.  Boot,  5  Hun,  547.) 

Demurrer  to,  because  lacking  alle- 
gations which  had  been  stricken 
out  as  immaterial — when  sus- 
tained. {See  Grout  agt.  Oooper,  5 
Hun,  428.) 


COMPOUND  INTEREST. 

1.  When  an  account  containing 
items  of  compound  interest  is  once 
settled  and  liquidated,  it  consti- 
tutes an  agreement  to  pay  the 
amount  stated  as  due,  including 
such  items  for  compound  interest 
(T<mng  agt.  HiU,  6  Hun,  613.) 

2.  Ah  agreement  to  pay  interest  on 
interest,  made  after  the  interest  is 
due,  may  be  implied,  in  this  as 
well  as  in  other  cases.    (Id.) 


CONTEMPT. 

1.  The  power  to  punish  for  con- 
tempt is,  in  its  nature,  an  excep- 
tion to  the  provisions  of  the  Con- 
stitution, and  it  cannot  be  ex- 
tended, in  the  least  degree,  beyond 
the  limits  which  have  been  im- 
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posed  by  statute.    (Butherford  agt. 
Molmes,  5  Hun,  817.) 

2.  A  Justice  of  the  peace  has  no 
power  to  treat  as  a  contempt  the 
refusal  of  a  witness,  examined  be- 
fore him,  to  answer  a  question. 
{Id,) 

8.  A  justice  has  no  power  to  commit 
a  witness  for  a  refusal  to  answer  a 
question  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  2  Revised  Statutes, 
274,  section  204,  until  the  party  at 
whose  instance  the  witness  at- 
tended shall  have  made  the  affi- 
davit required  by  the  said  section. 
The  fact  that  the  question  is  put 
upon  the  cross-examination  of  one 
of  the  parties  to  the  action,  who  has 
been  examined  as  a  witness  in  his 
own  behalf,  does  not  relieve  the 
Justice  from  compliance  with  this 
requirement  of  the  statute.    (Id.) 

4.  Where  the  court,  in  pursuance  of 
8  Revised  Statutes  (5th  cd.),  853, 
section  21,  imposes  a  fine  upon 
one  who  has  been  guilty  of  a  con- 
tempt, it  has  no  authority  to  in- 
cluae  therein  an  allowance  for 
counsel  fees.  {People  ex  rel.  Woolf 
agt.  Jacobs,  5  HuUy  428.) 

5.  The  respondent,  having  been  duly 
adjudged  guilty  of  contempt  in 
convening  certain  real  estate  in 
violation  of  an  injunction,  was 
committed  imtil  he  should  pay  a 
fine  consisting  of  the  value  of  the 
property  so  conveyed,  the  costs 
and  expenses  of  the  proceeding, 
and  a  counsel  fee  of  $150.  Sub- 
sequently he  was  discharged  in 
proceeding  on  habeas  carpus,  on 
the  j^und  that  the  unauthorized 
atdition  of  the  counsel  fee  to  the 
fine  authorized  by  the  statute  ren- 
dered the  commitment  void.  Upon 
a  certiorari  to  review  those  proceed- 
ings, ?ieldj  that  though  so  much  of 
the  commitment  as  required  him  to 
pay  the  counsel  fee  was  unauthor- 
ized, yet  until  the  respondent  paid 
the  sums  legally  adiudged  against 
him,  he  was  lawfully  held  in  cus- 
tody under  the  commitment;  and 


that  the  order  discharging  him 
should  be  reversed,  and  he  be  re- 
manded to  the  custody  of  the 
sheriff.    (Id.) 

6.  If  the  respondent  desired  to  re- 
view the  order  of  commitment,  he 
should  have  appealed  therefrom. 
(Id.) 

Power   of  canal   commission,    ap- 

f)ointed  by  joint  resolution  of  legis- 
ature,  to  punish  witness  for  con- 
tempt. {JSee  People  agt.  Learned, 
6  Hun,  626.) 

Commitment  for — variance  of  re- 
quirements of  warrant  from  those 
of  order  directing  warrant  to  issue. 
{See  People  ex  rel.  Day  agt.  Bergen^  6 
Hun,  267.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

1.  The  general  purpose  or  subject 
of  the  act  of  1860,  a  portion  of 
which  covers  the  contract  in  this 
case,  and  which  the  court  below 
declared  unconstitutional  (see  48 
How,  Pr,  B.,  457),  is  the  support 
of  the  government  of  the  city 
and  count/  of  New  York.  As 
expressed  more  at  length  in  the 
title,  it  is  to  authorize  the  raising 
money  by  tax,  and  to  regulate 
the  expenditure  thereof.  (DerUn 
agt.  The  Mayor,  dc.,  N.  Y.,  ante  1.) 

2.  The  title  fairly  indicates  the  gen- 
eral purpose  and  object,  that  is 
the  subject,  of  the  act,  as  being 
the  providing  of  ways  and  means, 
and  directing  their  appropriation 
for  city  purposes ;  the  whole  sub- 
ject beino;  so  intimately  connected 
in  all  its  details  that  the  one  branch 
could  not  be  separated  from  the 
other.     (Id.) 

8.  Many  things  may  be  and  are 
embraced  within  the  same  subject 
within  the  meaning  of  this  ^lause 
of  the  constitution  (art.  8,  sec  16). 
(Id.) 

4.  The  subject  of  the  ezpenditore 
of  money  for  cleaning  the  streets. 
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and  the  makicg  of  contracts  for 
that  service,  was  clearly  embraced 
within  the  words  of  the  title  of 
the  act.  The  levying  of  the  taxes 
and  their  expenditure  thereof,  for 
the  purpose  and  in  the  manner 
and  under  the  restrictions  de- 
clared by  the  act;  constituted  but 
one  subject.    {Id.) 

5.  The  act  merely  took  a  single 
work  for  which  means  were  pro- 
vided by  tax,  out  of  the  general 
law  requiring  all  contracts  to  be 
let  to  the  lowest  bidder.  This 
was  but  the  regulation  of  the  ex- 
penditure of  a  portion  of  the  tax 
authorized  bv  the  act  and  within 
the  title.  The  act  was  constitu- 
tionally passed  and  is  valid.    {Id.) 


CONTRACT. 

1.  An  assignment  by  a  contractor 
for  work  contracted  to  be  done  for 
a  city,  of  the  amounts  which  would 
have  become  due  from  the  city 
from  time  to  time,  made  before 
the  doing  of  the  work  or  the  per- 
formance of  the  conditions  upon 
which  the  payments  depended, 
would,  under  the  liberal  rule  per- 
mitting the  assignment  of  choscs 
in  action  now  prevailing,  be  valid. 
{DeftMn  agt.  Mayor ^  cfe.,  N.  F., 
a/^,  1.) 

2.  Expectancies  as  well  as  existing 
rights  of  action  may  be  assigned, 
and  the  right  of  the  assignee  will 
be  protected  and  enforced  at  law. 

8.  The  assignment  may  iaclude  all 
contingent  and  incidental  benefits 
or  results  of  an  executory  contract, 
as  well  as  the  direct  profits  or 
earning  under  it,  and  thus  entitle 
the  assignee  to  the  damages  result- 
ing firom  a  violation  of  its  terms. 

m 

4.  The  right  of  action  for  a  breach 
of  the  contract,  resulting  in  pecun- 
iary loss  to  the  contractor,  would 
survive  to  the  personal  representa- 
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tivesof  the  aggrieved  party — and 
that  is  one  test  of  the  assignability 
of  contracts  and  choses  in  action. 
{Id,) 

5.  The  assignability  of  a  contract 
must  depend  upon  the  nature  of 
the  contract  and  the  character  of 
the  obligations  assumed,  rather 
than  the  supposed  intent  of  the 
parties,  except  as  that  intent  is 
expressed  in  the  agreement.    {Id) 

6.  Parties  may,  in  terms,  lawftilly 
prohibit  the  assignment  of  any 
contract,  and  declare  that  neither 
personal  representatives  nor  as- 
signees shall  succeed  to  any  rights 
in  virtue  of  it,  or  be  bound  by  its 
obligations.    {Id.) 

7.  If  the  contract  be  personal  and 
the  performance  of  the  party  him- 
self be  the  essence  thereof,  as 
where  the  personal  science  or  skill 
of  the  contractor  is  required,  it 
neither  devolves  upon  his  repre- 
sentatives, nor  can  it  be  assigned. 
{Id,) 

8.  When  the  contract  is  executory 
in  its  nature,  and  an  assignee  or 
personal  representative  can  fairly 
and  sufliciently  execute  all  that 
the  original  contractor  could  have 
done,  me  assignee  or  representa- 
tives may  do  so  and  have  the 
benefit  of  the  contract.    {Id.) 

9.  The  circumstance  that,  by  the 
statute  in  this  case,  the  contract 
was  to  be  awarded  as  the  common 
council  should  deem  for  the  best 
interests  of  the  city,  did  not  dis- 
tinguish it  from  other  assignable 
contracts.  It  was  not  intended  to 
enable  the  common  council  to  be 
a  respecter  of  persons  and  to  give 
the  contract  to  favorites,  but  to 
give  them  aMiscretion  to  choose 
between  different  proposals,  re- 
lieving the  authorities  from  the 
necessity  of  awarding  the  contract 
to  the  lowest  bidder,  irrespective 
of  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the 
security  offered,  or  the  fairness  or 
sufficiency  of  the  compensation,  to 
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insure  performance  with  reasona- 
ble certainty.    (Id.) 

10.  The  assignment  of  this  contract 
and  the  interest  of  the  contractor 
under  it,  did  not  terminate  the 

rement  or  authorize  its  rescis- 
or  abandonment  by  the  city. 
(Id.) 

11.  The  claim  that  the  city  was  justi- 
fied m  terminating  the  contract  by 
reason  of  the  faUure  of  the  con- 
tractor to  sweep  the  streets  during 
the  winter  months,  when  ice  and 
snow  covered  the  ground,  is  un- 
tenable. The  contracting  parties 
assumed  that  the  performance  of 
such  work  would  be  impractica- 
ble as  well  as  unnecessary  during 
the  winter  season,  and  therefore 
dispensed  with  it  by  their  agree- 
ment, which  made  special  provi- 
sion for  this  service  in  a  modified 
form,  during  the  winter  months. 
(/A) 

12.  The  party  who  has  been  wrong- 
fully deprived  of  the. gains  and 
profits  of  an  executory  contract 
may  recover,  as  an  equivalent  by 
way  of  damages,  the  difference 
between  the  contract-price — the 
amount  which  he  would  have 
earned  and  been  entitled  to  re- 
cover on  performance — and  the 
amount  which  it  would  have  cost 
him  to  perform  the  contract  (Id.) 

18.  Where  on  the  trial  this  rule  as  a 
measure  of  damages  has  been  pror 
fessedly  adopted,  but  evidence 
(after  objection^  is  allowed  to  be 
given  as  showing  or  tending  to 
show  what  it  would  have  cost  the 
contractor  to  perform  the  agree- 
ment on  his  part,  of  the  prices  at 
which  the  contractor  had  sub-let 
large  sections  and  parts  of  the 
work,  is  error  fo^  which  a  new 
trial  will  be  awarded.  The  ad- 
vantages and  benefits  of  the  sub- 
contractors are  quite  too  uncer- 
tain and  contingent  to  be  taken 
into  consideration  in  estimating 
the  profits  the  ori^al  contractor 
might  have  made  under  his  con- 
tract   (Id.) 


14  1.  Where  parties  have  entered 
into  a  written  contract,  it  must  be 
presumed  in  law  to  express  their 
conunon  intention  and  to  speak 
their  actual  agreement.  (Humph- 
rey $  agt  Hurttf  ante,  291.) 

15.  2.  If  such  contract  is  alleged  not 
to  express  the  real  intent  of  the 
parties,  and  that  fact  is  shown  by 
suficient  evidence,  a  court  of 
equity  can  correct  the  alleged  mis- 
take in  favor  of  the  party  preju- 
diced.   (Id.) 

16.  8.  The  proof  required  to  correct 
such  mi£fi;ake  must  be  clear  and 
unequivocal    (Id.) 

17.  4.  As  a  general  rule  the  mistake 
which  wul  afford  ground  of  re- 
formation of  an  expressed  con- 
tract must  be  of  a  mutual  charac- 

'  ter;  in  other  words,  the  mistake 
must  be  reciprocal  and  common 
to  both  parties.    (Id.) 

18.  5.  If  one  party,  in  the  execution 
of  a  contract,  has  delivered  or  re- 
ceived papers  in  supposed  fur- 
therance of  it,  but  with  knowledge 
of  a  mistake  made  in  his  favor, 
which  he  conceals,  then  equity 
will  reform  the  contract  or  give 
relief  to  the  other  party  if  the  mis- 
take is  clearly  shown,  although  it 
be  not  mutual.    (Id.) 

19.  6.  If  the  mistake  has  not  been 
mutual,  but  made  inadvertently 
on  one  ^ide,  and  yet  in  good  faith 
by  the  other,  if  any  amendment 
or  reformation  of  the  contract  can 
under  any  circumstances  be  made, 
it  cannot  be  made  so  as  to  make 
the  agreement  conform  merely  to 
the  views  of  the  party  applymg, 
but  only  to  the  onginal  views  of 
both  parties.    (Id.) 


CORPORATIONS. 

1.  Upon  the  dissolution  of  a  corpor- 
ation, its  contracts  and  liabilities 
are  not  extinguished.  Creditors 
may  enforce  their  claims  against 
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any  property  of  the  corporation 
which  has  not  passed  into  the 
hands  of  a  bona  flde  purchaser. 
(Baitings  agt.  DreWj  ante,  254.) 

2.  The  stock  and  property  of  a  cor- 
poration is  deemed  a  trust  fund 
for  the  payment  of  its  debts,  and 
creditors  have  a  Hen  orris^ht  of  pri- 
ority of  payment,  in  preference  to 
the  claims  of  a  stockholder  in  the 
corporation.    (Id.) 

3.  If  the  capital  stock  and  prop- 
erty be  divided  among  the  stocK- 
hofders,  leaving  any  debt  unpaid, 
every  stockholder,  receiving  his 
share  of  the  capital  stock  out  of 
corporate  property,  is  held  liable, 
pro  rata,  to  contribute  to  the  dis- 
charge of  such*  debts  out  of  the 
property  or  its  proceeds  in  his 
iiands.    (Id,) 

4.  A  Judgment  recovered  against  a 
corporation  is  final  and  conclusive 
against  stockholders,  when  it  is 
sought  to  be  enforced  by  action 
against  corporate  property,  or  its 
proceeds  received  by  mem.    (Id.) 

5.  MUer  art.  WMts  (67  Jf.  F.,  187) 
disUnguisked.    (Id,) 

6.  The  defendants,  being  stockhold- 
ers in  a  corporation  about  the  time 
of  its  dissolution,  took  to  them- 
selves a  steamboat,  the  property 
of  the  corporation,  which  they 
sold  and  disposed  of  to  their  own 
use.  Held,  that  they  were  liable, 
pro  rata,  according  to  the  stock 
held  by  them,  to  pay  the  claim  of 
a  creditor,  existing  at  the  time 
they  took  to  themselves  the  prop- 
erty.   (Id,) 

7.  An  action  in  equity  brought  by  a 
plaintiff,  a  creditor,  on  his  own  be- 
half and  of  all  others  similarly  situ- 
ated, may  be  maintained  against 
an  insolvent  corporation  and  its 
stockholders  for  an  accounting, 
and  to  ascertain  the  debts  and 
assets  of  the  corporation,  and  to 
reach  the  claims  against  the  stock- 
holders arising  from  their  personal 


liability  under  the  charter.    (I^oM 
agt  8mp9on^  ante^  841.) 

8.  An  injunction  will  also  be  allow- 
ed to  restrain  any  suits  at  law 
which  may  have  l)een  brought  to 
reach  the  claim  against  the  stock- 
holders personally.    (Id.) 

9.  The  fact  that  the  insolvent  cor- 
poration has  been  put  into  bank- 
ruptcy in  the  Unit^  States  bank- 
rupt court,  and  assignees  in  bank- 
ruptcy appointed  therein,  does  not 
affect  the  liability  of  the  stock- 
holders personally.  Such  liability 
does  not  pass  to  the  assignees  in 
bankruptcy;  it  is  to  be  enforced 
in  the  state  courts.    (Id,) 


COSTS. 

1.  In  an  action  of  trespass  quare  davr 
snmfregU  commenced  in  a  justice's 
court  and  the  defendant  answers 
and  sets  up  title  in  himself,  in  the 
premises  described  in   the  com- 

glaint,  and  gives  an  undertaking 
y  which  the  action  is  discon- 
tinued, and  the  plaintiff  thereupon 
commences  an  action  in  this  court 
by  the  service  of  the  complaint  as 
prepared  in  the  justice's  court,  to 
which  latter  complaint  the  defend- 
ant interposes  a  demurrer,  which 
is  brought  to  trial  at  a  special  term 
and  overruled,  and  judgment  ren- 
dered for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave 
to  defendant  to  answer  in  twenty 
days  on  payment  of  costs,  and  if 
not  done  plaintiff's  damages  to  be 
assessed  by  a  sheriff's  jury,  and 
the  defendant  beinf  in  default  for 
not  answering  ana  paying  costs, 
the  sheriff's  jury  thereupon  assess 
plaintiff's  damages  at  thirty  dol- 
lars. 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  costs,  and  not  the  defendant 
(Lockiin  agt.  Caster ^  ante,  48.) 

2.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  pos- 
session of  personal  property,  al- 
though the  jury  may  find  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  for  the  greater 
portion  thereof,  yet  if  they  find  in 


M% 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Digest. 


favor  of  plaintiff  for  any  part 
Uiereof  the  defendant  is  not  en- 
titled to  costs.  (Vowles  agt.  Mur- 
ray ^  anUy  159.) 

8.  And  it  is  immaterial  whether  the 
defendant  returns  or  allows  the 
property  to  be  delivered  to  plain- 
tiff under  the  provisional  writ. 
(Id.) 

4.  When,  upon  an  appeal  to  the 
court  of  appeals,  from  an  order  of 
the  general  term,  the  order  is  af- 
firmed with  costs,  the  costs  of  the 
appeal  are  general  costs,  and  are 
to  be  adjusted  by  the  clerk.  (Keliy 
agt.  Plum,  ante,  286.) 

5.  The  board  of  supervisors  of  a 
county  is  not  a  public  officer  con- 
templated by  the  statute  in  refer- 
ence to  double  costs,  on  the  final 
determination  in  its  favor  of  a  trial 
upon  mandamus.  (People  ex  rel. 
Vity  of  Lockport  agt.  BupervisorSf 
ante,  858.) 

6.  The  costs  in  such  case  must  be 
taxed  as  single  costs,  under  the  act 
of  1840,  chapter  886,  as  amended 
by  the  act  of  1844,  chapter  273. 

m 

7.  In  an  action  to  reach  an  award  in 
the  hands  of  the  comptroller  of  th^ 
city  of  New  York,  for  the  taking 
mortgaged  premises  for  the  widen- 
ing or  Broadway,  where  the  whole 
issue  was  between  the  defendants 
and  the  corporation,  the  plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  an  extra  allowance 
under  section  800  of  the  Code. 
(P&iUon  agt  CudHpp,  ante,  866.) 

8.  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
money,  a  receipt  in  full  of  all  de- 
mands, except  two  items  of  fifty 
dollars  each,  precludes  the  plain- 
tiff from  recovering  any  other 
items,  without  impeaching  the  re- 
ceipt for  fhiud  or  mistake.  (Hajn- 
mond  agt.  Slocum,  ante,  415.) 

9.  In  such  action,  although  the  plain- 
tiff recovers  over  fifty  dollars  dam- 
ages, yet   he   is  not  entitled  to 


recover  costs  as  a  matter  of  course 
under  section  804    (Id.) 

10.  Although  it  is  an  "action  for 
money,''  the  complaint  also  avers 
that  the  receipt  was  given  by  fraud 
or  mistake,  and  therefore,  under 
the  former  practice,  it  would  be  an 
action  in  equity,    (id.) 

11.  In  all  such  actions  costs  are  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court    (Id.) 

12.  The  same  judge  who  decides  the 
question  of  costs  in  a  case  has 
power,  after  the  entry  of  judgment, 
to  change  the  decision  and  decide 
the  other  way  without  an  appeaL 

18.  Upon  an  undtftaking  given  upon 
an  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals, 
from  an  order  of  the  general  term 
reversing  a  judgment  of  the  special 
term  andgrantmg  a  new  trial  — the 
appellant  giving  the  usual  stipu- 
lation for  judgment  absolute  on 
affirmance,  and  the  court  of  appeals 
affirm  the  judgment  of  the  general 
term,  with  costs  to  the  respondent 
of  the  appeal  to  that  court  —  the 
liabili^  of  the  sureties  on  the  un- 
dertakmg  extends  to  the  costs  of 
the  app^  to  the  court  of  appeaJs 
only.  (Seaman  agt  MeReynMt, 
ante,  421.) 

14.  The  court,  when  in  the  exercise 
of  its  discretion  it  grants  costs  of 
a  motion,  has  power  to  include  in 
the  adjustment  of  such  costs  the 
necessary  disbursements  of  the 
successful  party.  The  referee's 
fees  on  a  reference  directed  by  the 
court,  under  section  271  of  the 
Code,  is  a  proper  disbursement  to 
be  allowed  to  the  successful  party. 
(Pitkin  agt.  Cooley,  5  Hun,  48.) 

15.  When  an  action  is  discontinued, 
with  costs,  the  act  of  the  defend- 
ant in  a4justing  the  costs  must 
precede  their  payment,  and  until 
that  is  done  the  plaintiffs  will  not 
be  in  default  for  their  non-pay- 
ment. (People  agt.  Tweed,  5  An, 
882.) 
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16.  Where  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action 
in  a  county  court,  resides  in  a 
county  other  than  that  in  which 
the  action  is  brought,  he  cannot 
be  compelled  to  give  security  for 
the  costs,  on  the  ground  that  he 
does  not  reside  *'  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court"  (EOioU  agt 
Wood,  5  Hun,  594.) 

New  trial,  on  ground  that  verdict  is 
against  evidence  —only  ordered  on 
payment  of  costs.  (See  Bailey 
agt  Fckrk,  6  Hun,  41.) 

When  administrator  personally 
chargeable  with,  in  action  of  tro- 
ver. (See  Fox  agt  Fox,  5  Hun,  68.) 

Against  executor  or  administrator — 
referee  has  no  power  to  allow. 
(See  Bailey  agt.  Bergen,  5  Hun, 
555.) 

Trial  fee — when  plaintiff  entitled 
to,  upon  taking  inquest  after  ser- 
vice of  offer  of  judgment  (See 
Hdwley  agt.  Dam,  5  Hun,  642.) 

17.  Where,  upon  the  trial  of  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for 
the  wrongful  conversion  of  per- 
sonal property,  alleged  in  the  com- 

glaint  to  be  worth  $500,  evidence 
\  given  tending  to  show  that  it 
was  worth  more  than  ^400,  but 
the  jury  bringin  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  for  thirty-five  dol- 
lars only,  ?idd,  that  the  defendant 
is  entitled  to  recover  costs.  (Pouh 
ers  8^.  Qtom,  6  Hun,  284.) 

18.  Where  an  application  is  made  to 
the  supreme  court  by  one  attorney 
to  disbar  another,  the  court,  by 
virtue  of  its  authonty  over  the 
conduct  of  its  attorneys,  has  power, 
independent  of  the  Code,  upon 
determining  that  the  proceedings 
were  instituted  in  bad  faith  to  order 
the  disbursements  and  costs  of 
motion  to  be  paid  by  the  applicant, 
and  its  decision  is  not  reviewable 
here.    (In  re  KeUy,  59  K  T.,  595.) 

19.  Where  a  decree  in  a  partition 
suit  awards  costs,  a  notice  of  judg- 


ment served  prior  to  the  taxation 
and  entry  of  the  costs  does  not 
limit  the  time  for  appeal  (2  hur- 
ber  agt   GhambeTB,m  K  r.,29.) 


COUNTER-CLAIM. 

1.  The  defendant  agreed  to  perform 
work  and  furnish  materials  in  con- 
structing additional  tracks  for  the 
New  York  Central  and  Hudson 
River  Railroad  Company,  the  con- 
tract providing  **that  all  stone 
obtained  from  excavations  which 
may,  in  the  opinion  of  the  engi- 
neer, be  suitable  for  masonry, 
shall  *  *  *  be  the  property 
of  the  company."  Subsequently, 
the  defendant  sublet  a  portion  of 
the  woriL  to  the  plaintiff,  by  a  con- 
tract containing  the  same  provi- 
sion. In  an  action  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  upon  this  sub  contract, 
the  defendant,  in  his  answer,  set 
up  a  general  denial  and  payment, 
tfpon  the  trial  he  offered  to  prove 
that  the  plaintiff  took  from  the 
excavations  1,149  yards  of  stone, 
and  used  the  same  ;  that  the  value 
thereof  was  $1,546.80,  with  which 
amount  defendant  was  charged  on 
his  final  settlement  with  the  com- 
pany. This  evidence  was,  against 
his  objection  and  exception,  ex- 
cluded. Held  (1),  that  the  defend- 
ant's claim  was  in  the'nature  of  a 
counter-claim,  and  should  have 
been  pleaded  as  such;  (2),  that  as 
it  was  not  alleged  that  the  stone 
were,  in  the  opiniom  of  the  engi- 
neer, suitable  for  masonry,  they 
did  not  become  the  property  of 
the  company,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  use  them.  (Bead  agt 
Decker,  5  Hvai,  646.) 

Wh&t  may  be  set  up  as,  in  action 
for  rent  —  effect  of  prior  payments 
of  rent.  (See  Morgan  agt.  Smiih, 
5  Hun,  220.) 

2.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage given  as  security  for  a  joint 
bond  executed  by  the  mortgagor 
and  another  as  his  surety,  in  which 
action   both   obligors   are   made 
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parties,  and  Jodgment  is  prayed 
against  them  for  aay  deficiency,  a 
debt  due  the  mortgagor  from  the 
plaintiff  may  be  set  up  by  way  of 
counter-claim.  The  action  is  one 
in  which  a  several  Judgment  may 
be  rendered  within  the  meaning 
of  section  160  of  the  Code.  (Bath- 
gate agt  Ecukin,  69  Jf.  F.,  633.) 

8.  Plaintiff  and  one  H.,  who  were 
copartners,  entered  into  a  con- 
tract with  defendants,  by  which 
the  latter  agreed  to  purchase  the 
business  and  firm  assets,  pavine 
to  each  of  the  partners  a  specified 
sum.  In  case  defendants  should 
so  elect,  within  two  months,  they 
had  the  right  to  receive  plaintiff 
as  a  partner,  in  which  case  he  was 
to  accept  ten  per  cent  of  the  profits 
as  compensation  for  his  interest 
Defendants  paid  H.,  took  posses- 
sion of  the  property  and  buiBiness, 
and  within  the  two  months  notified 

'    plaintiff  of   their  election  not  to 

gurchase  his  interest  but  to  accept 
im  as  a  partner.  In  an  action  to 
close  the  partnership  thus  created, 
and  for  an  accounting,  these  facts 
substantially  were  stated  in  the 
complaint  Defendants  set  up  as 
a  counter-claim  that  they  were 
induced  to  enter  into  (he  agree- 
ment by  the  fraudulent  represen- 
tations of  plaintiff.  The  fraud 
was  discovtered  after  the  payment 
to  H.,  but  prior  to  the  election  to 
take  plaintiff  as  partner.  On  the 
trial  evidence  to  sustain  the  coun- 
ter-claim was  excluded  by  the 
court.  £fi92(2,  error;  that  although 
a  Joint  action  for  the  deceit  woiud 
lie  af;ainst  plaintiff  and  H.,  yet 
the  right  of  action  was  seveittl ; 
that  while  the  partnership  was  not 
created  by  the  contract,  it  created 
the  obligation  which  bound  plain- 
tiff when  defendants*  election  was 
made;  the  action  therefore  was, 
in  a  general  sense  founded  upon 
the  contract,  and  the  fraud  was  so 
connected  with  the  cause  of  action 
as  to  be  available  as  a  counter- 
claim; and  that  defendants  having 
a  common  interest  in  diminishing 
plaintiff  *s  claim  upon  the  partner- 


nership  property  had  the  rij^ht  to 
have  their  damages  adjudicated 
and  deducted  in  tms  action.  (Mare 
agt  Band,  60  N.  F.  208.) 


COUNTY  CLERK. 

1.  The  county  clerk,  for  recording 
instruments  in  his  office,  is  entitled 
to  ten  cents  for  each  folio,  and  the 
takine  by  him  of  any  greater  fee 
therefor  is  a  misdemeanor ;  and 
any  agreement  to  pay  him  a  greater 
sum  uian  that  allowed  by  the  stat- 
ute is  void.  (Ourtiu  agt  McNair, 
6  Hun,  660.) 

2.  Chapter  842  of  1840  applies  only 
to  the  fees  to  be  charfi;ed  for 
searches  required  in  actions  of 
foreclosure ;  in  other  cases  the 
fees  are  governed  by  the  Revised 
Statutes.    (Id,) 

8.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  (2  B.  S.  [Bdm.  edX 
689),  the  county  clerk  is  entitled 
to  chai^  five  cents  for  searching 
each  of  the  records  which  he  £ 
authorize  to  keep,  for  each  year 
for  which  the  search  is  made.  (Id.) 


COUNTY  COURT. 

Refunding  of  taxes  illegally  assessed 
— power  of  county  court  under 
chapter  866,  1869,  and  chapter 
696, 1871.  (See  Matter  of  Hudton 
OUy  8awng9  iMtitution,  6  Sun, 
612.) 

Cannot  strike  out  answer  on  appeal 
from  justice's  court-  (See  ThSmp- 
eon  agt  Pine,  6  Eun,  647.) 

1.  No  appeal  lies  to  the  general  term 
from  a  judgment  of  the  county 
court  entered  in  an  action  origin- 
atine  in  the  Justice's  court,  until  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  has  first 
been  made  in  the  county  court 
upon  a  case  and  exceptions.  (Ta^ 
man  agt.  American  Esepreu  ih.,  6 
Hun,  877.) 
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COUNTY  JUDGE. 

Powers  of  defined.    (See  Lang  agt 
Braum,  6  Hun,  256.) 


COURTS. 

1.  Where  a  court  is  required  to  de- 
cide whether  the  eyidence  before 
it  is  sufficient  to  establish  the  ex- 
istence of  any  fact,  and  it  decides 
that  it  is,  this  adjudication  cannot 
be  coUaterally  Questioned  because 
another  tribunal  may  consider  the 
evidence  insufficient  ( WiUon  agt 
Barney,  5  Hun,  257.) 


COVENANT. 

1.  The  defendants,  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  covenanted  with 
the  plaintiff  that  they  would  not 
manufacture  or  sell  a  medicine, 
produced  hx)m  the  **  Witch  Ha- 
zel,*' by.  among  others,  of  either 
of  the  following  names :  *'  Pond's 
Extract,"  "Extract  of  Witch 
Hazel,"  "  Humphreys'  Pond  Ex- 
tract" 

Hdd,  under  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case,  that  the 
sale  of  the  medicine  thereafter, 
by  the  defendants,  under  the  name 
of  "Humphreys'  Witch  Hazel," 
was  a  violation  of  the  covenant 
(PmuPs  Bxtrad  Oo.  agt  Humph- 
reytf  Spedflc,  dto.^Oa.,  ante,  858.) 

2.  Also  Mtf,  that,  as  the  defendants 
were  not  restrained,  absolutely, 
from  making  or  selling  a  meai- 
cine  product  from  the  shrub  in 
question,  but  only  from  doing 
so  under  certain  names,  the  cov- 
enant was  not  void  as  being  in. 
restraint  of  trade.    (Id.) 

8.  Also  held,  that  the  remedy  by 
injunction  was  proper  to  restrain 
the  defendants  from  a  continued 
violation  of  the  covenant    (Id.) 

i.  Where  there  is  a  covenant  to  a 
lease  not  to  assign,  and  an  assign- 


ment is  made  of  the  whole  term 
by  the  lessee,  if  the  landlord  de- 
sires to  take  advantage  of  the 
breach  of  the  covenant,  he  must 
re-enter.  (Heeter  agt  Eeketein, 
ante,  446.) 

5.  If  the  landlord  accepts  rent  from 
the  assignee  of  the  lease,  the 
assignee  becomes  his  tenant,  and 
he  takes  the  leasehold  freed  from 
the  covenant  not  to  assign,  and  is 
only  liable  for  rent  for  the  time 
that  the  premises  remain  his. 
(Id,) 

6.  There  is  a  sreat  diflerenee  be- 
tween a  breach  of  a  covenant  not 
to  underlet  and  not  to  assign.  In 
the  one  case  the  lessee  still  re- 
mains the  owner  of  the  leasehold 
premises,  and  in  the  other  he  parts 
with  his  whole  interest  or  estate. 

7.  Where  the  seller  of  a  butcher's 
business  enters  into  a  covenant 
with  the  purchaser  of  it  that  he 
will  not  engage  in  or  carry  on  said 
business  during  five  years,  within 
certain  limits,  m  connection  with 
a  sale  of  his  entire  establish- 
ment, and  the  good-will  of  the 
business,  within  the  prescribed 
limits,  giving  up  possession  to  the 

Eurchaser,  such  covenant  is 
roken  by  the  seller  when,  within 
a  year,  he  establishes  the  same 
business  Just  outside  of  the  pre- 
scribed limits,  and  by  his  agent 
supplies  a  portion  of  his  old  cus- 
tomers residing  within  said  limits, 
whether  such  supplies  are  fur- 
nished at  the  solicitation  of  the 
covenantor  or  his  agent,  or  merely 
at  the  solicitation  of  the  custom- 
ers, if  the  traffic  is  carried  on  suf- 
ficiently to  constitute  a  business. 
(Sander  agt.  Hofman,  ante,  449.) 


CRIMINAL  LAW. 

1.  The  charge  of  the  judge  in  this 
important  case,  upon  the  subjects 
involved  in  it,  ana  the  law  as  laid 
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down  and  made  applicable  there- 
to, is  divided  into  the  following 
general  headings  : 

What  is  murder?  2.  Justifia- 
ble homicide.  8.  Excusable  homi- 
cide. 4.  Manslaughter.  6.  Mur- 
der in  the  first  degree.  6.  Murder 
in  the  second  degree.  7.  Facts  of 
the  killing.  8.  What  is  insanity? 
9.  Prominent  facts  proved  on  the 
part  of  the  prisoner.  10.  People^s 
evidence.  11.  Submission  of  the 
case  to  the  jury.  (People  agt. 
WaiU,  ante,  204.) 


CROSS  APPEALS. 

Prom  judgment  of  justice's  court  — 
how  heard  — how  judgment  en- 
tered thereon.  {See  Jones  agt. 
Owen,  6  Hun,  889.) 


DECISION. 

1.  The  decision  of  a  court,  made  be- 
cause of  the  belief  that  it  does  not 
f)Ossess  powers*  which  really  be- 
ong  to  it,  will  be  reversed.  (Pit- 
Jdn  agt  Cooley,  5  Hun,  48.) 

When  one  court  cannot  collaterally 
question  decision  of  another.  {See 
WUdon  agt.  Barney,  5  Hun,  257.) 


DEFAULT. 

1.  A  person  against  whom  a  judg- 
ment by  default,  regular  on  its  face, 
has  been  taken,  but  who  was  not, 
in  fact,  served  with  tiie  summons, 
has  a  legal  right  to  have  the  judg- 
ment vacated;  and  an  order  de- 
nying that  right  is  appealable  to 
this  court  (WMte  agt  Goidter,  59 
jy.  F.,629.) 


DEFENSES. 

1.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory 
note,  against  an  indorser^  defend- 
ant set  up  in  his  answer  that  he 


indorsed  the  same  as  security  for 
a  debt  due  from  the  maker  to 
plaintiff  upon  the  agreement  of  the 
latter  to  discontinue  a  suit  brought 
by  him  for  the  recovery  of  the 
debt ;  that  in  violation  *of  such 
agreement  plaintiff  thereafter  pro- 
ceeded to  judgment  and  execution, 
and  caused  a  levy  to  be  made 
upon  the  goods  of  the  maker, 
thereby  destroying  his  credit, 
causing  his  failure,  and  depriving 
him  of  the  opportunity  of  event- 
ually paying  the  note.  Held^  that 
the  answer  set  up  a  valid  defense, 
and  that  the  exclusion  of  evidence 
to  prove  the  same  was  error. 
(Bookstaver  agt.  Jayne,  60  N.  T.y 
146.) 

DEMAND. 

1.  An  action  can  be  maintained 
against  a  sheriff , without  a  previous 
demand  to  recover  moneys  col- 
lected by  him  upon  execution,  and 
which  he  has  failed  to  pay  over  or 
to  bring  into  'court  The  change 
in  the  form  of  execution,  since  the 
Code,  has  not  changed  the  rule  in 
this  respect.  {NeUan  agt  Kerr,  59 
if.  r.,224.) 


DEMURRER, 

1.  Upon  defendant's  motion,  certain 
allegations  of  the  complaint  were 
stricken  out  as  immaterial;  sub- 
sequently defendant  demurred  to 
the  complaint  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  defective  in  not  containing 
the  allegations  which  had  been 
stricken  out,  which  demurrer  was 
overruled  by  the  special  term,  on 
the  ground  that  defendant  was 
estopped  from  alleging  the  mate- 
riiUty  of  that  which  had  been 
stricken  out  Held,  that  the  order 
overruling  the  demurrer  should  be 
reversed,  with  costs  to  abide  the 
event,  and  that  plaintiff  have  leave 
to  amend  the  complaint  {Groui 
agt.  Cooper,  5  Hun,  428.) 

Improper  joinder  of  causes  of  actioxu 
in  complaint  against  maker  and 
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guarantor  of  promissory  note  — 
when  separate  demurrer  by  each 
sustained.  {See  Barton  agt  Spies^ 
5  ffwi,  60.) 

Jurat  to  verification  not  part  of  com- 
plaint — remedy  for  error  in.  {See 
State  Bank  of  ulean  agt.  Shaw,  5 
Eun,  114.) 


DEMURRER   TO   COMPLAINT. 

1.  A  complaint  against  an  executrix 
as  such,  and  also  aeainst  her  indi- 
vidually to  compel  her  to  apply 
the  income  of  the  estate  to  the  pay- 
ment of  taxes  and  assessments 
already  accrued,  and  thereafter  to 
accrue,  upon  certain  unproductive 
real  estate  of  the  testator,  unites 
two  distinct  causes  of  action  and 
cannot  be  sustained  where  it  ap- 
pears : 

Firat.  That  there  was  no  trust  in 
the  executrix,  as  executrix  under 
the  will;  and  that  while  author- 
ized by  the  will  to  lease,  sell,  and 
dispose  of  aU  or  any  part  of  the 
real  estate  of  the  testator,  she  was 
not  required  to  do  so.  These  pow- 
ers mieht  be  exercised,  by  the 
terms  of  the  will,  by  the  executrix 
at  her  discretion. 

Second.  That  the  devise  of  the 
income  of  the  estate  was  directly 
to  the  widow,  the  executrix,  with- 
out the  intervention  of  a  trustee. 
Under  the  will  she  was  entitled  to 
collect  and  receive,  as  devisee  and 
legatee,  all  such  income.  To  reach 
such  income  received  b^  her,  or  to 
enforce  a  liability  agamst  her  as 
devisee  or  legatee  thereof,  affects 
her  not  as  executrix  but  individu- 
ally.   (Clark  agt.  Colee,  ante,  178.) 

2.  The  complaint  therefore  requires 
different  Judgments,  and  must  be 
considered  bad  on  demurrer.    {Id) 

8.  Where  the  aUeffation  of  the  com- 
plaint is  '*  that  the  defendants  and 
certain  other  persons,  whose  names 
are  unknown  to  these  plaintiffs, 
but  whose  names,  when  discov- 
ered, the  plaintiffs  pray  for  leave 
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to  join  as  defendants,  entered  into 
a  certain  copartnership,"  &c. ,  for 
the  purchase  of  certain  stock,  &c., 
is  not  demurrable  on  the  ground 
that  there  is  a  defect  of  parties  de- 
fendant Plaintiffs  are  not  bound 
to  name  as  defendants  persons  of 
whose  names  they  are  ignorant. 
{Earle  agt.  Scott,  ante,  im) 

4.  Where  the  complaint  alleges  the 
formation  of  a  certain  copartner- 
ship, the  appointment  of  W.  as 
the  manager  thereof,  the  purchase 
of  a  large  amount  of  stock,  and  a 
sale  or  closing  out  of  that  stock  by 
the  order  of  W.  at  a  loss  of  $300,000 
to  the  plaintiffs,  it  states  a  good 
cause  of  action,  and  is  not  demur- 
rable for  not  stating  facts  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
{Id.) 

5.  But  several  causes  of  action  can 
be  united  in  one  complaint  only, 
where  each  cause  a^cts  all  the 
parties  to  the  action,  and  they  must 
be  in  favor  of  all  the  plaintiffs  and 
against  all  the  defendants.  Held, 
that  this  complaint  was  demurra- 
ble on  the  ground  that  several 
causes  of  action  had  been  impro- 
perly united  in  violation  of  this 
rule.    {Id.) 

DENIAL. 

When  denials  in  answer  are  suffi- 
cient—  Code,  section  149.  {See 
Meehan  agt.  Ba/rlem  Savings  Bank, 
6  Run,  489.) 


DEPOSITIONS. 

1.  Where  a  person  has  been  exam- 
ined on  a  commission,  and  upon 
the  trial  a  witness  testifies  that  he 
has  received  letters  from  such  per- 
son, from  places  out  of  the  state, 
after  the  examination,  and  before 
the  trial,  and  there  is  no  evidence 
that  such  person  afterward  re- 
turned to  the  state,  the  deposition 
is  properly  admitted  in  evidence. 
{Oarman  VLgt.KeUy.  5  Hun,  283.) 
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2.  It  seemSy  that  a  commissioD  roga- 
tory for  taking  the  testimony  of 
witnesses  residing  in  a  foreign 
country  is  proper  where,  on  ac- 
connt  of  the  Uws  of  the  country, 
the  evidence  can  be  produced  in 
no  other  way.  {Anonymous,  69 
JV.  r.,813.) 

8.  But  whether  the  circumstances  of 
a  case  are  such  as  to  require  the 
exercise  of  this  power,  is  for  the 
court  of  original  jurisdiction  to 
determine.  It  is  a  question  of  dis- 
cretion, and  the  determination 
thereof  cannot  be  reviewed  here. 
(Id.) 

4  In  a  deposition  taken  upon  com- 
mission, specific  answers  to  all 
the  cross-interrogatories  save  the 
last —  the  genersJ  one —  appeared 
numbered  to  conform  to  the  ques- 
tions. In  a  sentence  by  itself,  at 
the  close,  appeared,  without  num- 
ber, the  following:  **And  depo- 
nent further  knoweth  not"  Seld, 
that  this  should  be  taken  as  an 
answer  to  the  general  cross-inter- 
rogatory, and  was  sufficient. 
{Oatsa  agt  Beaeher,  QO  HT.  F.,  518.) 


DISBURSEMENTS. 

Power  of  court  to  include  necessary 
disbursements  in  adjusting  costs 
—  referee's  fees  on  reference  under 
Code,  section  271,  proper  disburse- 
ment to  be  allowed.  (See  PUkin 
agt  OooUy,  5  Hun,  48.) 


DISCONTINUANCE. 

1.  Where  the  action  is  discontinued 
by  an  order  of  the  special  term, 
and  the  plaintiffs  ordered  to  pay 
the  costs,  which  they  offer  to  do 
as  soon  as  adjusted,  the  order  of 
discontinuance  is  valid  and  effect- 
ual from  the  time  of  its  service, 
and  the  plaintiffs  would  not  be  in 
fault  until  the  defendant  procured 
the  costs  to  be  adjusted  and  de- 


manded.   (People  agt.  Tweed,  ante, 
26.) 

Of  proceedings  to  acquire  lands  for 

§ublic  use.    (See  MaUer  cf  Iforth 
'Jwrteenth  Sbreet,  5  Hun,  175.) 


DISCOVERY. 

Of  books  and  papers  —  when  party 
not  en  titled  to.  (See  Harbison  agt 
Von  VoUcevburgh,  5  Hun,  454.) 

As  used  in  Revised  Statutes,  not 
applied  to  the  perpetuating  of  tes- 
timony. (See  Lang  agt  Brown,  6 
Hun,  256.) 


DISCRETION. 

When  exercise  of  power  under 
statute,  by  public  officers  discre- 
tionary, when  a  duty.  (See  People 
ex  rel.  Oontoaj/  agt  Supervieors,  6 
Hun,  257.) 


DISMISSAL  OP  COMPLAINT. 

1.  The  defendant  Tweed,  at  the 
close  of  the  evidence,  moved  to 
dismiss  the  complaint  as  to  cer- 
tain items  of  the  plaintiffs'  de- 
mand, and  ^o  as  to  all  the  cansoa 
of  action.  (People  agt  ISeeed, 
on^,  484.) 

2.  Denied,  for  the  reason:  i^rrt. 
That  the  positive  testimony  of 
several  of  the  witnesses  of  con- 
versations with  Tweed  and  others, 
of  acts  and  divisions  of  moneys, 
and  of  additions  to  and  swellings 
of  bills,  makes  it  a  question  for 
the  juiy.    (Id.) 

8.  Second  The  objection  made  that 
there  is  no  proof  tending  to  show 
that  bills  in  fevor  of  certain  per- 
sons named,  for  which  warrants 
amounting  to  over  $600,000  were 
issued,  were  false,  and  conse- 
quently could  not  be  recovered  in 
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this  action,  is  answered  by  stating 
that,  although  no  witness  has  tes- 
tified directly  to  their  flEdsity,  there 
is  sufficient  evidence  to  justify 
their  submission  to  the  jury. 
None  of  these  bills  were  audited 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the 
act  of  1870,  but  directly  in  viola- 
tion of  it  Also,  evidence  has 
been  eiven  tending  to  show  that 
Tweed  received  to  his  own  use 
twenty-five  per  cent  of  the  amount 
of  such  bills.  The  force  of  this 
evidence  and  the  conclusion  to  be 
drawn  therefrom  is  for  the  jury. 

m) 

4.  TTUrd.  The  objection  that  war- 
rants issued  to  certain  individ- 
uals Damed,  amounting  to  over 
$2,000,000,  were  never  indorsed 
by  the  payees;  that,  consequently, 
the  money  which  the  Broadwf^ 
Bank  paid  was  improi>erly  paia, 
and  that,  in  judgment  of  law.  the 
money  obtained  thereon  is  still  in 
the  county  treasury,  is  answered 
by  stating  that,  assuming  that  the 
name  of  the  pavee  upon  these 
warrants  is  forged,  the  question  is 
not  now  whether  a  remedy  does 
or  does  not  exist  against  the  bank, 
but,  whether,  when  the  money 
has  been  actually  taken  from  the 
treasury,  the  remedy  does  not  ex- 
ist against  the  taker.  It  will  not 
do  to  hold  that  the  county  cannot 
recover  fh>m  the  forger  and  the 
wrongfiil  taker  of  its  monev  the 
fruits  of  its  crime,  because  it  has 
also  a  remedy  against  its  agent 
who  paid  the  money  in  good  raith 
to  the  partv  who  wrongfully  de- 
ceived it    (id.) 

d.  Fourth.  The  objection  that  John 
H.  Keyser  and  others  named  have 
been  released  from  liability,  and, 
as  they  were  co-conspirators  with 
Tweea,  their  release,  or  the  release 
of  either,  discharges  all,  is  suffi- 
ciently answered  when  it  appears 
that  the  most  that  can  be  said  on 
that  question  is,  that  certain  infiu- 
entiaf  citizens  who  have  been  con- 
spicuous in  these  prosecutions 
have  promised  them  protection. 


If  either  should  be  prosecuted, 
no  defense  upon  the  ground  of  a 
release  could  be  pleaded.  No 
person  authorized  officially  to 
make  a  promise  has  made  any, 
and  the  entire  absence  of  consid- 
eration would  make  any  wudum 
pactum^  if  made.  A  release,  to  be 
effectual  in  such  a  case,  and  a  dis- 
charge of  the  .  persons  named, 
must  be  a  technical  release,  under 
seal    (Id.) 

6.  Fifth.  In  regard  to  the  question 
that  the  act  of  1876,  which  au- 
thorizes this  action,  is  unconstitu- 
tional, the  decision  of  the  general 
term  of  this  district  passed  upon 
this  question,  upon  the  defend- 
ant's appeal  from  the  order  refus- 
ing to  vacate  the  order  of  his  ar- 
rest, is  binding  upon  this  court 
and  must  be  followed.    {Id.) 

7.  idixfh.  The  objection  that  the 
action  of  the  board  of  audit  was 
iudicial,  and  that  no  action  can 
be  maintained  against  a  judge  for 
acts  done  in  that  capacity  cannot 
prevail,  because  the  defendant 
Tweed  never  acted  as  a  member 
of  the  board  of  audit.  His  Amo- 
tions as  a  jud^e  were  never  exer- 
cised. Instead  thereof,  he  cor- 
ruptly agreed  to  make  bills.  Be- 
siaes,  when  these  bills  came  be- 
fore the  board  of  audit,  Tweed, 
according  to  the  evidence  of  the 
pHtintffs,  was  interested — the  bills 
had  all  been  increased  to  give  him 
a  per  centage.  The  Revised 
Statutes  declare:  "No  judge  of 
any  court  can  sit  as  such  in  any 
cause  in  which  he  is  a  party,  or  in 
which  he  is  interested,**  &c.    {Id.) 

8.  8et)enih.  The  remaining  question 
is  :  What  dances  can  the  plain- 
tiffs recover  ?  If  the  evidence  of 
the  plaintiffs*  be  true,  the  case  is 
presented,  not  only  oi  an  adviser 
of  an  over-draft,  but  that  of  a  per- 
son who  has  advised  the  over- 
draft, ordered  it  himself  .and  dis- 
tributed the  proceeds.  The  dam- 
age which  the  wrong  has  caused 
can  be   recovered,  even  though 
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the  party  did  not  receive  all  its 
fruits.  "Where  the  fraud  consists 
in  the  additions  to  honest  de- 
mandSf  the  recovery  must  be 
limited  to  the  injury.  The  dam- 
ages to  be  recovered  in  this  action, 
therefore,  are  those  which  the  al- 
leged fraud  have  caused.    (Id.) 


DISTRICT  COURTS. 

1.  The  district  courts  of  the  city  of 
New  York  have  no  jurisdiction  to 
entertain  proceedings  for  forcible 
entry  and  detainer.  (Brown  agt. 
Cromien^  ante^  192.) 

2.  The  position  of  interpreter  of  a 
district  court  of  the  citj  of  New 
York  is  an  office,  and  its  incum- 
bent is  an  officer.  He  is,  however, 
an  officer  of  the  court  and  not  of 
the  city  government,  and  the  pro- 
hibition contained  in  section  114 
of  the  charter  of  said  city  (chap. 
885  of  1878)  against  holding  two 
offices  at  the  same  time  does  not 
apply  to  him.  As  no  person  can 
remse  to  accept  the  office  of  in- 
spector of  elections  without  there- 
by subjecting  himself  to  a  fine, 
acceptance  of  such  office  cannot 
be  regarded  as  prohibited  by  the 
said  section.  (^(Wtmanagt.  Mayer ^ 
6  Run,  133.) 


ELECTION  OP  REMEDIES. 

1.  Upon  the  failure  of  a  vendee  to 
perform  an  executory  contract 
for  the  purchase  of  chattels,  the 
vendor  may  elect  to  tender  the 
property,  and  sue  for  the  contract- 

grice,  or  to  retain  the  property  as 
is  own,  and  recover  as  his  dam- 
ages for  the  breach  the  difference 
between  the  market  value  at  the 
time  the  vendee  was  to  receive 
delivery,  and  the  contract-price. 
(Bridgf<yrd  agt.  Oroeker,  60  K  T, 
627.) 

2.  If  he  elect  the  latter,  and  the 
property  subsequently  rises  in 
value  in  the  market,  the  vendee 


cannot  avail  himself  thereof,  but 
the  vendor  is  entitled  to  the 
benefit.    {Id.) 


EMINENT  DOMAIN. 

1.  The  city  of  Buffalo  is  empowered 
by  its  charter  {sec.  1,  Ut.  8),  "to 
take  lands  for  public  buildings,  for 
parks,  public  grounds,  squares, 
streets,  alleys,  fountains,  canals^ 
basins,  slips  and  other  public  wa- 
ters; and  for  any  other  corporate 
purpose  or  object"  This  power 
as  to  the  lands  to  be  taken  is  with- 
out limitation.  It  is,  in  terms, 
sufficiently  comprehensive  to  em- 
brace any  and  all  lands  within  the 
city.  {MaUer  of  Main  and  Ham- 
burgh St.  Canal,  ante,  70.) 

2.  It  is  well  settled  that  the  legisla- 
ture, in  the  exercise  of  the  right  of 
eminent  domain,  may  appropriate 
or  authorize  the  appropriation, 
upon  payment  of  a  full  equivalent, 
of  any  lands,  property  or  rights, 
although  they  may  have  been 
already  taken  and  are  held  for 
another  public  use  of  a  different 
nature.    (Id.) 

8.  The  charter  of  the  city  of  Buffalo 
does  not  grant  the  power,  in  ex- 
press terms,  to  take  the  lands  of  a 
railroad  company  or  any  other 
property  already  appropnated  to 
public  use.    {Id.) 

4  But  in  laying  out,  constmcting 
or  improving  a  street,  canal  or 
sewer,  or  laymg  down  gas  or  water 
pipes,  or  for  any  other  corporate 
purpose,  the  city  finds  it  necessary 
to  enter  upon  and  take  some  part 
of  the  land  or  property  of  a  rail- 
road company,  it  is  by  necessary 
implication  clothed  with  the  requi- 
site power  to  accomplish  the  pur- 
pose.   {Id.) 

ESTOPPEL. 

Action  for  conversion  of  property  — 
when  plaintiff  estopped  from  deny- 
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ing  that  he  had  sold  the  property 
to  defendant  {See  Bichard  agt. 
WeUington,  5  Hun,  181.) 


ESCAPE. 

1.  It  isessential  to  any  step  on  behalf- 
of  a  person  charged  with  felony, 
after  indictment  found,  that  he 
should  be  in  custody,  either  actual 
by  being  confined  in  jail,  or  con- 
structiye  \)y  being  let  to  bail.  An 
escaped  prisoner  can  take  no  ac* 
tion  before  the  court  (People  agt. 
Qerut,  69  N,  Z,  80.) 

2.  Accordingly  heidy  that  an  applica- 
tion for  a  mandamus  to  compel 
the  sealing  of  a  proposed  bill  of 
exceptions  in  a  case  where,  after 
trial  for  a  felony,  of  which  the 
accused  was  found  guilty,  he  had 
escaped,    was    properly   denied. 

(/^) 


EVIDENCE. 

1.  Where  securities,  such  as  a  due 
bill  and  a  promissory  note,  are 
found  in  the  possession  of  a  de- 
ceased at  the  time  of  his  death,  the 
presumption  arising  from  such 
possession  is,  that  they  are  evi- 
dence of  indebtedness  to  the  de- 
ceased ;  but  this  presumption  may 
be  rebutted  by  proof  ^oing  to  show 
a  defense  to  the  admission,  on  the 
face  of  the  security,  such  as  of  its 
ori^  or  of  the  indebtedness  for 
which  it  was  given,  or  of  payment 
of  any  part.  {Bell  agt.  Spotts,  ante, 
162.) 

d.  Where  a  due  bill  is  given  which, 
on  its  face,  purports  to  be  for  bof- 
rowed  money  and  there  is  no  proof 
of  its  origin  nor  evidence  to  show 
any  defense  to  the  admission  in  the 
due  bill  that  it  was  for  borrowed 
money,  nor  any  evidence  of  pay- 
ment, the  mere  declaration  of  the 
holder,  before  his  death,  that  he 
had  no  claim  to  present  against 
the  estate  of  the  maker  of  t^  due 


bill,  is  not  conclusive  against  the 
admission  of  the  due  bilE    (Id.) 

3.  When  a  promissory  note  is  given 
by  S.  to  B. ,  purporting  to  be  for 
value,  and  it  is  proven  on  the  trial 
that  the  note  was  given  for  one- 
half  of  the  amount  of  the  pur- 
chase-money in  an  intended  pur- 
chase of  a  steamboat,  which  pur- 
chase is  not  made  and  carried  out 
as  agreed  upon  bv  B.  and  S.,  but 
subsequently  by  B.  and  M.  0.  & 
Co.,  the  consideration  of  the  note 
wholly  fails  by  the  act  of  B.,  and 
remains  in  his  possession  a  worth- 
less paper.    (Id.) 

4.  There  is  no  rule  of  evidence  which 
makes  an  entry  in  a  book,  of  the 
charge  for  a  certain  service,  proof 
of  the  performance  of  such  ser- 
vice. (Otbom  agt  Mermn,  ante, 
188.) 

5.  The  book  could  be  used  to  aid  and 
refresh  the  recollection  of  the  wit- 
ness. But  where  it  failed  so  to  do. 
the  fact  that  the  witness  admitted 
by  the  entry  the  payment  of  a 
charge  for  certain  services,  such 
adm&sion  of  payment  could  not 
prove,  as  against  a  third  person, 
the  actual  performance  of  such 
services,    (id.) 

6.  To  hold  that  an  entry  by  a  printer 
upon  an  account  book  of  the  pay- 
ment of  a  charge  for  printing,  evi- 
dences an  advertisement  of  real 
estate  under  a  mortgage  sale  for  a 
length  of  time  sufficient  to  make  a 
valid  foreclosure,  would  be  im- 
proper and  dangerous  in  the  ex- 
treme.   (Id.) 

7.  There  is  no  rule  of  law  which 
.  makes  entries  of  a  deceased  law- 
yer in  his  register  evidence  of  what 
other  persons  had  done.  The  reg- 
ister might  be  evidence  to  show 
that  the  deceased  had  drawn  an 
advertisement  and  delivered  it  to 
the  printer,  and  of  other  acts  which 
he  performed,  but  not  of  the  &ct 
til  at  the  printer  did  his  duty  and 
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advertised  for  the  required  time. 
(Id.) 


♦         EXCEPTIONS. 

Taken  on  trial  in  county  court,  how 
reviewed  at  general  term.  (Sm 
Murray  agt  Vanderveer^  6  jffwn, 
802.) 

1.  It  is  essential  to  any  step  on  be- 
hfdf  of  a  person  charged  with 
felony,  after  indictment  found, 
that  he  should  be  in  custodv, 
either  actual  by  being  confined  in 
jail,  or  constructive  by  being  let  to 
ball.  An  escaped  prisoner  can 
take  no  action  before  the  court. 
(People  agt  Oenst,  59  JV.  T.,  80.) 

2.  Accordingly  liMy  that  an  appli- 
cation for  a  mandamus  to  compel 
the  sealing  of  a  proposed  bill  of 
exceptions  in  a  case  where,  after 
trial  for  a  felony,  of  which  the 
accused  was  found  guilty,  he  had 
escaped,   was    properly   denied. 

(m 

8.  While  a  bill  of  exceptions  in  a 
criminal  action  ought  regularly  to 
be  settled  by  the  judges  before 
whom  the  indictment  was  tried, 
the  parties  may  consent  that  the 
settlement  be  had  at  a  subsequent 
term  before  the  judges  then  com- 
posing the  court,  although  not  the 
ones  who  sat  upon  the  trial 
(Wood  agt.  PeopU,  59  N,  F.,  117.) 

4.  A  bill  of  exceptions  so  settled 
was  returned  upon  the  writ  of 
error.  It  did  not  appear  that  there 
was  any  objection  to  the  settle- 
ment at  the  time  it  was  made,  or 
that  any  application  was  made  to 
correct  the  record,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  bill  of  exceptions 
was  improperly  inserted.  Hdd^ 
that  the  presumption  was,  the  set- 
tlement, as  made,  was  consented 
to,  and  an  objection  to  the  regu- 
laritv  thereof,  upon  the  argument 
of  the  case  here,  would  not  be 
entertained.    (Id.) 


5.  Where  an  answer  of  the  court  to 
a  question  of  the  jury  is  not  re- 
sponsive, it  win  not  be  construed 
as  a  ref\isal  to  charge  upon  the 
points  inquired  of,  and  an  excep- 
tion thereto  will  not  be  available 
unless  the  attention  of  the  court 
is  called  to  the  &ct  and  an  oppor- 
tunity thus  given  to  correct  the 
misapprehension.  (BoekHen  agt 
Hardenburgh,  60  J\r.  JT.,  8.) 

6.  The  practice  of  using  copies  of 
stenographers*  minutes  for  cases 
and  bills  of  exceptions  condemned. 
(Howland  agt.  Woodruff,  60  K  7., 
78.) 


EXECUTION. 

1.  The  authority  to  allow  execution 
to  issue  against  the  real  estate  and 
chattels  reaJ  of  a  deceased  judg- 
ment debtor,  conferred  upon  the 
surrogate  by  chapter  295,  Laws  of 
1850,  is  general  and  unqualified, 
and  its  exercise  is  made  dependmt 
upon  no  specified  state  of  facts 
or  proofe  made  to  him.  The 
statute  provides  that  the  surrogate 
'*may,  on  sufficient  cause  shown, 
make  an  order  granting  permission 
to  issue  such  executibn."  What 
shall  constitute  a  sufficient  cause 
for  making  such  order,  is  a  ques- 
tion, in  a  large  degree,  if  not  ex- 
clusively, for  his  decision  and 
determination.  (AUjfn  agt  Thwn- 
ton,  5  Hun,  105.) 

2.  The  omission  of  a  constable  to 
indorse  upon  an  execution  issued 
on  a  judgment  recovered  in  a  jus- 
tice's court,  a  levy  made  under  it, 
is   not  fatal   to   the   levy.    The 

*  statute  (3  R.  8.  [6th  ed,],  448)  is 
directory  merely.  (Havens  agt 
Gordon,  5  Hun,  178.) 

8.  A  single  horse  and  his  harness  are 
a  **  team"  within  the  meaning  of 
section  23  of  8  Revised  Statutes 
(5th  ed.),  646,  as  amended  by  chap- 
ter 134  of  1859,  and,  as  sucn,  enti- 
tled to  the  exemption  from  execu- 
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tion   thereby   created.     {CfogsdiU 
agt  Brownj  5  Bun,  841.) 

4.  Even  though  on  the  day  of  the 
levy  the  plamtiff  had  no  use  for 
the  horse,  and  did  not  then  know 
when  or  how  he  would  next  ma|ce 
the  horse  useful  or  necessary,  it 
was  still  exempt  from  execution, 
in  the  discretion  of  the  ownier. 
He  had  the  right  to  retain  the 
property  and  find  use  for  it    (Id.) 

Against  the  person — properly  issued, 
if  papers  in  prooeedmgs  for  dis- 
char;^  irom  arrest  are  not  filed 
withm  three  months.  (See  MiUs 
agt  HUdreth,  5  Hun,  864.) 

Return    of,   rwUa   bona    is   prima 

fade  eyidence  of  insolvency.    (See 

Taiee  agt.  Hoffman,  6  Hun,  118.) 

Sale  under  —  effect  of  sheriff's  deed 
as  against  prior  unrecorded  deed 
of  judgment  debtor.  (See  HekeU 
agt  Barber,  6  Hun,  584.) 

Sale  of  life  estate  under,  satis&ction 
of — termination  of  life  estate 
before  entry  of  purchaser.  (See 
Rleinhena  agt  Phetpe,  6  Hun,  568.) 

5.  The  latter  clause  of  section  288 
of  the  Code,  giving  an  execution 
against  the  person,  when  the  com- 
plaint states  facts  showing  one  or 
more  of  the  causes  of  arrest  speci- 
fied in  section  179,  implies  only  to 
that  class  of  cases  in  which  the 
facts  constituting  the  cause  of 
arrest  are  necessary  elements  of 
the  cause  of  action.  Where  the 
action  is  for  breach  of  contract, 
allegations  of  fraud  in  the  com- 
plamt  do  not  autliorize  such  an 
execution.  (Ch'aves  agt  WaUe,  59 
JV.  Z,  156.) 

6.  An  action  can  be  maintained 
a^inst  a  sheriff,  without  a  pre- 
vious demand,  to  recover  moneys 
collected  by  him  upon  execution, 
and  which  he  has  failed  to  pay 
over  or  to  bring  into  court  The 
change  in  the  lorm  of  execution, 
since  the  Code,  has  not  changed 


the  rule  in  this  respect    (NeUon 
agt.  Kerr,  59  N.  T.,  224) 

7.  It  seems,  that  the  sheriff  may  still 
bring  the  money  into  court  with 
his  writ  The  cleric  of  a  countv 
where  the  judgment  roll  is  filed, 
and  where  the  execution  is  to  be 
returned,  is  the  proper  officer,  as 
clerk  of  the  court,  to  receive  the 
money,  and  payment  to  him  is 
payment  into  court.    (Id,) 

8.  It  seems,  that  if,  at  the  time  of  a 
sale  of  lands  upon  execution,  the 
judgment  has,  in  fact,  been  paid, 
%o  title  is  acquired  even  by  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  ;  and  an  action  can 
be  maintained  by  the  owner  to  set 
aside  the  sale  and  the  sheriff's 
deed  executed  in  pursuance  there- 
of as  a  cloud  upon  his  title.  (StU- 
«>«Kagt  Carpeiu&r,  59  N.  r.,414) 

9.  A  sheriff  has  no  authority  to 
make  a  levy  by  virtue  of  an  exe- 
cution after  the  return  day  thereof; 
and  where  he  omits  to  make  a 
levy  during  the  life  of  the  process 
by  direction  of  the  plaintiff,  he  is 
not  liable  for  a  failure  to  collect. 
(Smith  agt.  Bnith,  60  Jf.  T,,  161.) 

10.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for 
a  failure  to  collect  an  execution^ 
plaintiffs*  complaint  alleged  a  de- 
livery of  the  execution  to  defend- 
ant on  the  5th  of  January,  18^. 
The  answer  alleged  that  it  was 
handed  to,  and  left  with,  defend- 
ant's deputy ;  plaintiffs  at  the  time 
directed  the  deputy  not  to  levy 
until  directed,  and  that  it  was  not 
delivered  in  any  other  manner. 
No  evidence  was  given  on  the  trial 
that  the  execution  was  delivered 
at  any  other  or  different  time. 
Evidence  was  given  tending  to 
sustain  the  allegations  of  the  an- 
swer, and  that  plaintiff  did  not 
direct  a  levy  until  after  the  expi- 
ration of  sixty  days.  Held,  that  a 
delivery  to  the  deputy  was  a  de- 
livery to  sheriff,  and  the  allega- 
tion of  the  complaint  as  to  de- 
livery was  therefore  properly  as- 
sumed on  the  trial  as  admitted; 


668 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Digest. 


that  the  fact  thus  established  could 
not  be  challenged  as  untrue  or 
varied  to  affect  the  merits  upon 
appeal ;  that  if  the  directions  were 
given  as  alleged  by  defendant,  he 
was  exonerated  from  liability ;  and 
that  a  refusal  of  the  court  to  sub- 
mit the  question  to  the  jury  was 
error.    (icL) 


EXEMPTION. 

Execution  —  horse  and  harness 
exempt  from^  though  not  in  use — 
*'  team  "  withm  meaning  of  stati^. 
(See  OogsdUl  agt.  Brown,  5  Eun. 
841.) 

Property  of  religious  corporations 
not  exempt  from  assessments  for 
local  improvements.  {See  Matter 
of  Harlem  Presbyterian  Churchy  5 
Mun,  442.) 


EXTRA  ALLOWANCE. 

Denial  of,  in  action  for  injunction 
—  effect  of.  (See  Park  agt.  Mtcs- 
grave,  6  Hun,  228.) 

May  be  panted  upon  discontinuance 
of  action.  (See  Dambman  agt. 
SchuUing,  6  Hun,  29.) 


PINAL  JUDGMENT. 

Writ  of  error,  can  issue  to  review 
only  final  judjgment  (See  Bogeri 
agt.  People,  6  Hun,  262.) 


FINDINGS  OP  PACT. 

1.  The  conclusions  of  a  referee  upon 
the  evidence  and  his  findings  of 
fact,  not  disaffirmed  by  Uie  court 
below  in  reversing  his  judgment, 
are  not  reviewable  by  this  court. 
They  are  concluded  upon  every 
question  of  fact  by  the  findings  of 
the  referee  and  the  judgment  of  the 
court  of  original  jurisdiction.  (Defih 
Un  agt  Mayor,  cfcc.,  K  T,,  ante  1.) 


FINDINGS  OP  LAW  AND 
FACT. 

1.  Plaintiff  directed  C.  &  Co.  to 
ship  to  him,  at  J.,  certain  goods 
by  defendant's  line.  The  goods 
were  marked  with  plaintiff's  ad- 
dress, delivered  at  defendant's  de- 
pot, and  receipts  taken  in  a  book 
kept  for  that  purpose  by  O.  &  Co. 
No  special  contract  was  made  at 
the  time  for  transportation.  After 
shipment  of  the  packages,  C.  & 
Co.,  who  had  been  large  shippere 
by  defendant's  line,  in  accordance 
with  a  habitual  course  of  business 
between  them,  sent  the  receipts  to 
defendant's  office  and  received 
bills  of  lading,  the  giving  of  which 
was  entered  upon  the  receipts. 
The  bills  of  lading  limited  defend- 
ant's liability  to  its  own  line,  which 
terminated  at  C,  also  excepted 
them  from  liability  for  loss  bv  fire. 
The  goods  arrived  safely  at  C.,  and 
were  there  destroyed  by  fire.  Upon 
trial  before  a  referee,  these  facts 
appearing,  he  refused  to  find  the 
facts  as  to  the  usual  course  of  bu- 
siness, or  that  defendant's  route 
terminated  at  C,  and  did  not  ex- 
tend to  J.,  on  the  ground  tliat  they 
were  immaterial. ,  Held,  error;  that 
it  was  within  the  authority  of 
C.  &  Co.,  to  contract  in  tills  case 
in  accordance  with  their  usual 
method  of  business,  and  they  hav- 
ing so  done,  made  the  findings  re- 
fused essential  to  the  disclosure  of 
the  actual  contract.  (Shdton  agt. 
M,  D,  T,  Co,,  59  N.  T.,  268.) 

2.  It  seemi,  that  where  the  findings 
offset  settled  by  a  referee  in  a  case 
are  in  confiict  with  the  findings 
contained  in  his  report,  the  former 
will  be  assumed  to  be  correct  and 
the  latter  will  be  disr^arded. 
(Tompkins  agt  Lee,  59  iV.  T,,  662.) 


FIXTURES. 

1.  The  question  of  articles  being  ^ 
tures  is  now,  not  whether  they  may 
be  removed  without  great  injury  to 
the  building  or  to  themselves,  but 
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depends  upon  the  intention  of  their 
annexation.  (McBea  agt.  Central 
Nat,  Bank^  ante,  51.) 

2.  Where  a  building  was  constructed 
for  a  twine  factory,  and  tlie  ma- 
chinery adapted  to  that  business 
was  put  into  it  for  permanent  use 
by  the  owner,  who  subsequently 
conveyed  the  premises  by  a  deed 
without  any  particular  reference  to 
the  machinery  there,  and  took  back 
from  the  grantee  a  mortgage  for  a 
part  of  the  purchase-money,  and 
after  these  writings  were  closed  the 
question  arose  as  to  whether  the 
machinery  passed  by  the  deed,  to 
settle  which  the  grantor  gave  to 
the  grantee  a  separate  bill  of  sale 
thereof,  without  taking  back  any 
other  security  than  his  purchase- 
money  mortgage,-  and  the  ques- 
tion having  subsequently  arisen 
whether  this  mortgs^e  covered  the 
machinery  and  was  a  lien  thereon 
in  preference  to  a  levy  under  exe- 
cutions against  the  grantee  and 
owner  by  creditors: 

Hddf  1st.  As  this  property  was 
actually  annexed  to  the  freehold ; 
2d.  As  the  building  was  specially 
constructed  for  a  twme  factory,  and 
the  machinery  adapted  to  it;  3d. 
As  the  intent  of  annexation  was  to 
make  it  a  part  of  the  realty;  4th. 
As  the  parties  to  the  mortgage  in- 
tended that  the  mortgage  should 
cover  it,  not  as  chattels  but  a  part 
of  the  realty,  and,  5th.  As  the 
mortgage  is  in  part  for  the  pur- 
chase^money  of  the  very  articles, 
it  is  determined  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  the  relief  asked  in  his 
complaint    {Id.) 

FORECLOSURE. 

1.  An  action  may  be  brought  to  set 
aside  a  sale  made  under  a  decree 
of  foreclosure,  when  the  sale  has 
been  fraudulently  conducted  to 
the  prejudice  of  a  party  interested 
in  the  property,  even  though  such 
party  may  have  a  concurrent 
remedy  by  motion.  But  where 
the  proceedings  are  entirely  regu- 
lar and  free  from  fraud,  and  the 
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party  is  entitled  to  relief  on  some 
mere  equity,  his  remedy  iS  by 
motion  in  the  action  in  which  the 
proceedings  were  had,  and  not  by 
action.  (Vandercook  agt.  Colioee 
Savings  Institution^  5  Hun^  641.) 

2.  A  party  to  an  action  brought  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage,  who  desires 
to  have  the  mortgaged  premises 
sold  in  a  particular  order,  should 
have  a  clause  to  that  effect  inserted 
in  the  decree;  or,  after  the  entry 
thereof,  he  should  move  for  an 
order  directing  the  referee  as  to 
the  order  in  which  the  premises 
are  to  be  sold;  or  he  may,  after 
the  sale,  move  to  set  the  same 
aside,  in  case  the  referee  shall 
have  disregarded  any  proper  re- 
quest made  to  him  at  the  time 
thereof.    (Id.) 

8.  When  in  an  action  to  foreclose 
a  mortgage  the  defendant  alleged 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the 
owner  and  holder  of  the  mort- 
gage, but  that  the  same  was  owned 
by  one  P. ,  hM,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  prove  that,  al- 
though the  mortgage  had  once 
been  assigned  to  P.,  yet  that  P. 
had  subsequently  reassigned  it  to 
him  (Johnson  agt.  White^  6  fltm, 
587.) 

4.  Suplus  moneys,  on  sale  under, 
purchaser  on  time,  when  sale  is 
reported  to  and  approved  by  the 
court,  has  a  right  to  insist  upon 
the  terms  of  his  purchase,  and 
cannot  be  compelled  to  pay  cash 
when  he  bought  on  time.  (lihodes 
agt.  Butcher^  6  Eun,  453.) 

Right  to  foreclose  junior  mortgage 
after  judgment  of  foreclosure  and 
sale  on  prior  mortage.  (8ee 
Buche  agt.  PurceU,  6  Man,  518.) 

When  party  to,  may  appeal — ap- 
pearance after  entry  of  judgment. 
(See  Martine  agt.  Lowenstein,  6 
Hun,  325.) 

5.  It  is  proper  to  determine  in  a  fore- 
closure suit  a  controversy  between 
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plaintiff  and  the  grantee  of  the 
mortgagor,  as  to  the  right  of  the 
latter  to  remove  an  erection  made 
by  him  on  the  land,  and  the  court 
may  by  the  judjgment  in  the  action, 
in  case  the  right  is  established, 
protect  it  by  authorizing  the  re- 
moval before  the  sale,  or  provid- 
ing that  the  sale  shall  be  subject 
to  such  right.  (Brown  agt  K.  8, 
.    a  Co.,  60  i^.  r.,  242.) 

6.  An  order,  therefore,  granting  a 
temporary  injunction  restraining 
such  removal,  is  not  a  final  deter- 
mination of  the  question ;  it  is 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court 
of  original  Jurisdiction  to  grant ; 
and  the  exercise  of  this  discretion 
cannot  be  reviewed  here.    (Id.) 

7.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mort- 

§age  given  as  security  for  a  Joint 
ond  executed  by  the  mortgagor 
and  another  as  his  surety,  in  which 
action  both  obligors  are  made  de- 
fendants, and  Judgment  is  prayed 
against  them  for  any  deficiency,  a 
debt  due  the  mortgagor  from  the 
plaintiff  may  be  set  up  by  way  of 
counter-claim.  The  action  is  one 
in  which  a  several  judgment  may 
be  rendered  within  the  meaning 
of  section  150  of  the  Code.  (Bath- 
gate agt  Haskin,  59  N.  T.,  538.) 

d.  Where  a  party  in  possession  of 
mortgaged  premises,  sold  upon 
foreclosure  sale,  resists  the  claim 
of  the  purchaser  to  immediate  pos- 
session upon  some  claim  of  right, 
independent  of  and  consistent  with 
the  judgment,  the  determination 
of  the  question  whether  a  writ  of 
assistance  will  be  issued,  or  the 
party  in  possession  allowed  to  re- 
tain possession  and  the  purchaser 
be  driven  to  his  action,  does  not 
affect  a  substantial  rl^ht;  it  is  ad- 
dressed to  the  discr^ion  of  the 
court  having  Jurisdiction  to  issue 
the  process,  and  its  decision  can- 
not be  reviewed  here  (Grovbr 
and  Rapallo,  «77.,  dissenUng). 
(WObor  agt.  Danolde,  59  N.  Z, 
657.) 


FOREIGN  ATTACHMENT. 

Effect  of,  OB  an  attachment,  granted 
in  action  in  this  state,  for  same 
cause.  (See  Trubee  agt  Alden,  6 
Hun,  75.) 


FOREIGN  SUIT. 

When  attachment  is  obtained  in — 
effect  of  on  attachment  granted 
in  suit  in  this  state  for  same 
cause.  (8ee  Trubee  agt.  Alden,  6 
JJun,  75.) 


FORMER  ADJUDICATION. 

1.  In  order  to  make  a  former  action 
a  bar,  the  circumstances  must  be 
such  that  the  plaintiff  might  have 
recovered  in  the  first  action,  for 
the  same  cause  of  action  alleged 
in  the  second.  It  is  not  enough 
that  the  transactions  involved  in, 
and  giving  rise  to,  the  two  actions 
are  the  same.  (StotoeU  agt  Cham 
berlain,  90  N.  T.,  872.) 

2.  To  make  a  judgment  for  defend- 
ant, in  an  action  for  the  wrongful 
conversion  of  property,  a  bar  to 
a  subsequent  action  of  assumpsit 
to  recover  the  value  of  the  same 
property,  it  must  appear  that  the 
question  of  plaintiff's  title  was 
passed  upon  in  the  first  action. 
(id.) 

8.  Where  the  complaint  in  the  first 
action  contained  snfilcient  aver- 
ments as  to  plaintiff's  tiUe  and 
defendant  demurredi  because  of 
defects  in  the  other  averments, 
judgment  in  his  favor  thereon  is 
not  a  bar  to  the  subsequent  action. 
(Id) 

4.  In  an  action  of  trespass  for  break- 
ing plaintiff's  close,  defendant 
answered  that  the  locus  in  quo  was 
a  public  highway.  Plaintiff  proved 
an  order  of  the  commissioner  of 
highwajTs  discontinuingthat  por- 
tion of  the  highway.    Defendant 
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proved  that  after  the  commission 
of  the  aUeged  trespass  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  commissioner  were 
revered  by  the  supreme  conrt. 
HMy  that  the  judgment  of  the 
supreme  court  established  that  the 
proceedings  of  the  commissioner 
were  illegal  Arom  the  banning, 
and  80  conferred  no  risht  upon 
the  plaintiff  to  inclose  the  prem- 
ises; that  said  judgment  was  con- 
clusive  until  reversed,  and  could 
not  be  questioned  collaterally; 
and  that  it  was  not  necessaiy 
for  defendant  to  plead  said  judg- 
ment (Briggs  agt  Bowen.  60  Jv. 
r.,  454) 


FRIVOLOUS  ANSWER. 

What  cannot  be  stricken  out  as. 
(See  lAndon  agt  Be(ich.  6  Hun, 
200.) 


FRAUD. 

1.  Where  the  gravamen  of  an  ac- 
tion is  breach  of  contract,  allega- 
tions of  fraud  in  the  complamt 
inducing  the  entering  into  the 
contract  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  a  demand  for  damages 
resulting  therefrom,  in  addition  to 
the  demand  for  the  sum  to  which 
he  is  entitled  under  the  contract, 
do  not  change  or  affect  the  nature 
of  the  action  or  the  remedy  there- 
in. They  are  wholly  irrelevant; 
the  allegations  of  fraud  are  not 
issuable,  and  cannot  be  tried  in 
the  action.  {Graves  agt  TFotto,  59 
N.  r.,  156.) 

8.  The  latter  clause  of  section  288 
of  the  Code,  giving  an  execution 
against  the  person,  when  the  com- 
plaint states  facts  showing  one  or 
more  of  the  causes  of  arrest  spe- 
cified in  section  179,  applies  only 
to  that  class  of  cases  in  which  the 
facts  constituting  the  cause  of  ar- 
rest are  necessary  elements  of  the 
cause  of  action.  Where  the  action 
is  for  breach  of  contract,  allega- 


tions of  firaud  in  the  complaint 
do  not  authorize  such  an  execu- 
tion.   (Id) 

8.  Where  the  gravamen  of  an  action 
is  f^aud,  the  conrt  cannot  change 
its  form  and  allow  a  recovery  as 
in  contract,  although  facts  may  be 
stated  in  the  complaint  by  way  of 
inducement,  which  might  sustain 
such  an  action.  iB(vtMB  agt.  Omg- 
ley,  69  K  T.,  265.) 


FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCE. 

1.  A  voluntary  conveyance  of  real 
estate  made  by  a  man  on  the  eve 
of  marriage,  unknown  to  the  in- 
tended wife  and  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  defeating  the  interest  which 
she  would  acquire  in  his  estate  by 
the  marriage,  is  fraudulent  and 
void.  {YoungB  agt  Omi/vr.  ante, 
410.) 


GENERAL  TERM. 

1.  The  general  term  has  power  to 
pass  upon  the  weight  of  conflict- 
ing evidence  on  a  trial  before  the 
court  at  special  term,  and  it  is  its 
duty  to  examine  the  evidence, 
and,  if  the  result  is  not  in  accord- 
ance with  the  truth,  to  reverse  the 
judgment  and  direct  a  new  trial. 
{Pttrsons  agt  BrotoUy  5  Hun,  112.) 

2.  Where,  in  an  equity  action,  specific 
questions  of  fact  are  ordered  to  be 
tried  by  iury  (Oxfo,  see,  2541  and 
their  verdict  is  produced  and  used 
upon  the  trial  of  the  action,  no  ap- 
plication having  been  made  to  set . 
it  aside,  the  general  term  has  no 
authority  to  set  it  aside  and  order 
a  new  trial,  on  appeal  from  the 
judgment.  (JoAkion  agt  ArxdreiM, 
59  if.  r.,  244) 

8.  The  fact  that  the  case  does  not 
contain  the  evidence  given  before 
the  jury  so  that  the  court  can  de- 
termine the  correctness  of  the  ver- 
dict, instead  of  furnishing  a  reason 
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for  setting  it  aside,  requires  the 
court  to  presume  that  it  was  cor- 
rect.   {Id,) 

4  There  is  no  analogy  between  such 
a  case  and  that  of  a  special  yerdict 
as  in  the  latter,  if  all  the  essential 
facts  are  not  passed  upon,  no  other 
mode  of  determining  them  is  pro- 
vided, while  in  the  former  the  re- 
maining issues  may  be  tried  by 
the  court.    (Id.) 

5.  If  the  yerdict  contains  all  the  facts 
entitling  plaintiff  to  the  relief 
sought,  and  the  special  term  errs 
in  not  giying  Judgment  to  that 
effect,  the  general  term  should  re- 
verse the  Judgment  and  award  the 
proper  one;  not  direct  a  new  trial. 
(id.) 

6.  Where  a  verdict  is  taken,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at 
general  term,  the  Judgment  of  the 
general  term  thereon  cannot  be 
reviewed  in  this  court  unless  a 
statement  of  the  facts  and  the  con- 
clusions of  law  is  prepared  and 
filed  with  the  Judgment  roll  as 
prescribed  by  the  Code  (see.  883). 
(BeinmiUer  agt  SMdmore^  59  N.  Y., 
661.) 

7.  An  order  deujring  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial  is  not  brought  before 
the  general  term  by,  and  is  not 
reviewable  on,  appeal  from  a  Judg- 
ment, as  an  intermediate  order 
involving  the  merits  and  necessa- 
rily affecting  the  Judgment  (Code/ 
see.  11.  sub.  2);  a  review  of  the 
facts  can  only  be  there  had  on  ap- 
peal from  the  order.  (Thurlhsr 
agt  K  B.y  M.  AF.  RR  Co.,  60 

N.  r;,826.) 


GRAND  JURY. 

1.  Under  the  provisions  of  8  Revised 
Statutes  (5th  ed.),  page  701,  sec- 
tion 87,  requiring  the  names  of  the 
persons  appealing  on  the  lists 
prepared  and  filed,  as  required  by 
section  85  and  86,  to  be  placed 
in  a  box,  and  the  names  of  the 


persons  to  act  as  grand  jurors  to 
be  drawn  therefrom,  there  is  no 
authority  for  the  officer  drawing 
the  grand  iurors,  or  the  court 
before  which  they  may  be  sum- 
moned* to  go  behind  the  proceed- 
ing of  the  boaiid  by  which  the 
list  was  prepareo,  for  the  purpose 
of  nullifying  the  action  of  the 
grand  jury,  uter  its  formal  ornmi- 
zation.  (Dolan  agt.  People.  6  Uun^ 
493.) 

2.  The  clerk  of  the  grand  juries  of 
the  courts  of  oyer  and  terminer 
and  general  sessions,  in  the 
county  of  New  York,  is  an  officer 
of  the  county  government  within 
the  meaning  of  that  t^rm  as  used 
in  chapter  588  of  1871,  authoriz- 
ing the  board  of  apportionment 
thereby  created  **to  regulate  all 
salaries  of  officers  and  employes 
of  the  city  and  county  govern- 
ment.** (Dolan  agt.  Mayer,  6  Hun, 
506.) 


HABEAS  CORPUS. 

1.  In  December,  1869,  the  commis- 
sioners of  public  charities  and  cor- 
rections of  the  city  and  county  of 
New  York  received  a  child,  five 
years  old,  from  her  father,  under 
an  agreement  that  he  would  pay  a 
stipulated  sum  per  week  for  her 
board ;  he  paid  for  one  month  only, 
came  to  see  her  but  once,  and  soon 
left  the  state.  In  March,  1872, 
the  commissioners  indentured  the 
child  to  defendants.  In  proceed- 
ings by  TiaJbeas  carpus,  instituted  by 
the  father,  held,  that  the  conunis- 
sioners  had  legal  authority  to  bind 
her  out  as  an  apprentice ;  that,  as 
to  the  father,  the  indenture  was  as 
valid  as  if  he  had  acted  personally, 
and  he  could  not,  therefore,  avail 
himself  of  an  omission,  on  the  part 
of  the  child,  to  execute  it ;  nor 
could  he  avail  himself  of  an  omis- 
sion, on  the  part  of  defendants,  to 
execute  the  obligation  required  by 
the  act  of  1869,  for  the  better  pro- 
tection of  minors  (see.  4,  chap.  411, 
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LowM  of  1809),  of  one  receiving  a 
child  bound  ont  from  a  public  or 
private  institution.  CBB^fU  ex  rel. 
agt.  Weissenbaeh,  60  K  F.,  886.) 

3.  Also  heldy  that,  conceding  the 
indenture  not  binding  upon  the 
child,  it  did  not  follow  that,  in  this 
proceeding,  she  was  to  be  commit- 
ted to  her  father,  irrespective  of 
her  wishes ;  but  that  it  was  proper 
to  ascertain  her  inclination  and 
choice,  and,  in  the  discretion  of 
the  court,  to  yield  to  them.    (Id,) 

3.  The  right  to  relief  from  unlawAil 
imprisonment  through  the  instru- 
mentality of  the  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  is  not  the  creation  of  any 
statute,  but  exists  as  part  of  the 
common  law  of  the  st&ie,  (People 
<»  «ji.  agt  lAscomb,  60  N,  J.,  659.) 

4.  The  writ  cannot  be  abrogated, 
or  its  efficiency  impaired,  by  legis- 
lative action,  and  cases  within  the 
relief  afforded  by  the  writ  at  com- 
mon law,  cannot,  under  the  state 
constitution,  be  placed  l)eyond  its 
reach.    (Id.) 

6.  The  various  statutes  relating  to 
the  writ  have  not  been  intended 
to  detract  from  its  force,  but  to  add 
to  its  efficiency.    {Id.) 

6.  The  provision  of  the  habeas  cor- 
pus act  (2  R.  8.  668,  sec.  22,  sub.  2) 
excluding  from  its  benefits  per- 
sons committed  or  detained  by 
virtue  of  the  judgment  or  decree 
of  a** competent  tribunal,"  only 
applies  where  the  tribunal  had 
jurisdiction  to  render  the  judg- 
ment under  some  circumstances. 
{Id.) 

7.  The  prohibition  contained  in  said 
act  (2R8.,  fm.see.  42)  forbidding 
an  inquiry  upon  return  to  writ, 
into  "  the  legality  and  justice  of 
any  process,  judgment,  decree  or 
execution"  specified  in  the  pro- 
visions above  referred  to,  does  not 
take  from  the  court  or  officer 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  writ 
the  power,  or  relieve  from   the 


duty  of  determhiing  whether  the 
judgment  or  process  emanated 
from  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction, and  whether  the  court 
had  the  power  to  give  the  judg- 
ment or  issue  the  process.   (Id,) 

8.  The  words  "  legality  and  justice," 
as  used,  were  not  intended  to  in- 
clude questions  of  jurisdiction  or 
power.    (Id.) 

9.  Jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the 
prisoner  and  of  the  subject-mat- 
ter are  not  alone  conclusive,  but 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to 
render  the  particular  judgment  is 
a  proper  subject  of  inquiry ;  and 
while  the  court  or  officer  cannot, 
upon  return  to  the  writ,  go  be- 
hind the  judgment  and  inquire 
into  alleged  errors  and  irregu- 
larities preceding  it,  the  question 
is  presented  and  must  be  deter- 
mined whether,  upon  the  whole 
record,  the  judgment  was  war- 
ranted bv  law,  and  was  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court.    (Id,) 

10.  The  presumption  in  favor  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  general 
jurisdiction  is  not  conclusive,  but 
is  one  of  fact,  and  may  be  re- 
butted.   (Id.) 

11.  Where  the  jurisdiction  depends 
upon  certain  facts,  and  the  court 
has  passed  upon  those  facts,  its 
determination  is  conclusive  until 
reversed  or  set  aside.    (Id.) 

12.  If,  however,  the  record  shows 
that  the  judgment  is  not  merely 
erroneous,  but  is  such  as  could 
not,  under  any  circumstances,  or 
upon  any  state  of  facts,  have  been 
pronounced,  the  case  is  not  within 
the  exemption  of  the  statute,  and 
the  applicant  is  entitled  to  be  dis- 
charged.   (Id.) 

18.  So,  also,  if  it  appear  that  the 
judgment  is  in  excess  of  that  which 
by  law  the  court  has  power  to 
make,  it  is  void  for  the  excess  and 
can  be  so  declared ;  and  it  appear- 
ing frulher   that  the   valid  part 


574 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Digest. 


of  the  judgment  has  been  fUlly 
executed,  the  court  or  officer  en- 
tertaining the  writ  has  power  to 
discliarge  the  prisoner  and  duty 
requires  its  exercise.    (Id.) 

14.  Where,  upon  the  trial  of  an  in- 
diolment  containing  seyend  counts, 
charging  separate  and  distinct 
misaemeanors,  identical  in  char- 
acter, a  general  verdict  of  guilty 
is  rendered,  or  a  verdict  of  guilty 
upon  two  or  more  specified  counts, 
the  court  has  no  power  to  impose 
a  sentence  or  cumulative  sentences 
exceeding  in  the  aggregate  what 
is  prracnbed  by  statute  as  the 
maximum  punishment  for  one 
offense  of  the  cluu-acter  charged. 
(Id,) 

15.  The  provision  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (d  R  8.,  700,  see.  11),  that 
upon  a  conviction  of  a  person  of 
two  or  more  offenses  before  sen- 
tence shall  have  been  pronounced 
upon  him  for  either,  the  imprison- 
ment to  which  he  shall  be  sen- 
tenced upon  the  second  shall  com- 
mence at  the  termination  of  the 
first  term,  and  so  on,  applies  only 
to  separate  convictions  upon  dis- 
tinct trials.  It  does  not  apply  to 
convictions  upon  the  same  trial  of 
several  offenses  joined  in  one  in- 
dictment.   (Id.) 

16.  As  to  whether  various  offenses 
may  be  thus  joined  in  one  indict- 
ment, or  whether,  upon  the  trial, 
the  court  should  require  the  prose- 
cutor to  elect  between  the  counts, 
qtuere.    (Id.) 

17.  These  questions  cannot  be  de- 
termined upon  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  to  relieve  from  imprison- 
ment under  the  judgment  ren- 
dered upon  the  trial  oi  the  indict- 
ment   (Id.) 

18.  At  a  court  of  oyer  aiid  terminer 
the  relator  was  tried  upon  an  in- 
dictment containing  many  differ- 
ent counts,  charging  separate  and 
distinct  misdemeanors,  all  of  them 
of  the  same  grade.    He  was  found 


guilty  under  twelve  of  the  counts, 
and  received  a  separate  sentence 
upon  each,  each  sentence  being 
the  extreme  limit  of  punishment 
prescribed  by  law  for  a  single 
misdemeanor  of  the  character 
charged.  The  relator  having  been 
imprisoned  for  the  term,  and  hav- 
ing paid  the  fine  prescribed  by 
one  sentence,  applied,  upon  Ttabeas 
corpus^  to  be  discharged.  Heid^ 
that  the  power  of  the  court  was 
exhausted  by  one  sentence,  and 
the  others  were  coram  non  judiee 
and  void;  that  relator  was  not  put 
to  his  writ  of  error  to  reverse  or 
correct  the  judgment,  but  was 
entitled  to  be  relieved  from  fur- 
ther imprisonment  by  means  of 
the  writ    (Id,) 


INJUNCTION. 

1.  The  supreme  court  has  jurisdic- 
tion in  equity  to  declare  void  and 
to  cancel  any  instrument  obtained 
by  fraud.  (Olobe  Mutual  Ins.  Co. 
agt  Beais,  ante,  287.) 

2.  This  jurisdiction  will  be  exercised 
in  the  case  of  a  life  insurance  policy, 
even  although  the  facts  stated  m 
the  complaint  show  a  valid  defense 
in  an  action  on  the  instrument 
(Id.) 

8.  In  such  a  case,  an  injunction  will 
issue  to  restrain  the  assignment  of 
the  policy,  and  the  prosecution  of 
suits  upon  it    (Id.) 

4  The  defendants,  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  covenanted  with 
the  plaintiff  that  they  would  not 
manufacture  or  sell  a  medicine, 
produced  from  the  "Witch  Ha- 
zel," by,  among  others,  of  either 
of  the  following  names :  "  Pond's 
Extract"  **  Extract  of  Witch  Ha- 
zel," "  Humphrey's  Pond  Extract" 
llddy  under  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case,  that  the 
sale  of  the  medicine  thereafter,  by 
the  defendants,  under  the  name 
of  "  Humphreys'  Witch  Hazel," 
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was  a  Yiolation  of  the  coyenant. 
{P&ruTs  Extract  Co,  agt  Hum- 
pkrefft^  BpecifiCy  dkc.j  Co.y  ante^  858.) 

9.  Also  hdd^  that,  as  the  defendants 
were  not  restrained^  absolutely, 
from  making  or  selling  a  medicine 
produced  from  the  slmib  in  ques- 
tion, but  only  from  doing  so  under 
certain  names,  the  coyenant  was 
not  yoid  as  being  in  restraint  of 
trade.    {Id,) 

6.  Also  hM^  that  the  remedy  by  in- 
junction was  proper  to  restrain  the 
defendants  fix>m  a  continued  yio- 
lation of  the  coyenant.    (Id,) 

7.  In  this  case  held,  that  the  directors 
of  this  foreign  land  company,  who 
are  to  pass  upon  the  purchase  of 
the  lands,  will  act,  while  they  haye 
in  charge  the  interests  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, as  their  representatiyes ;  and 
they  are  forbidden,  by  a  principle 
of  law,  from  yoting  upon  a  propo- 
sition to  sell  land  to  the  company, 
in  which  land  they  haye  an  mter- 
est,  unless  the  plaintiffs  consent 
to  the  sale.  (Spoffard  agt.  Texas 
Land  Ckmvpanyy  arUe^  622^ 

8.  For  these  reasons  the  ix^unction 
should  be  continued,  so  far  as  it 
forbids  the  consummation  of  the 
present  arrangement  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  Brazos,  or  Brazoria 
lands,  and  may  be  modified  so  as 
to  forbid  any  of  the  defendants 
who  are  interested  in  those  lands 
from  yoting  as  directors  or  acting 
officially  in  regard  to  any  ftiture 
proposition  to  purchase  them. 
[Id.) 


9.  Jurisdiction  oyer  the  corporation 
being  taken,  at  present,  only  for 
the  purposes  of  such  injunction. 

U3.) 

10.  Where  an  order  of  reference  is 
made  to  ascertain  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  defendant  by  reason  of 
the  issuing  of  an  ii^unction,  the 
question  whether  such  order  was 
properly  made  before  the  entry  of 
final  judgment  in  Uie  action  in 


which  the  iniimction  issued,  can 
only  be  raised  on  an  appeal  from 
the  order  of  reference  itself.  {Imw- 
ton  sgLjjh'eeny  5  Hun^  167.) 

11.  The  authority  of  a  court  of  equity 
to  award  damages  to  the  defend- 
ant in  action  before  it,  in  conse- 
quence of  damages  which  he  may 
haye  sustained  oy  reason  of  the 
issuing  of  an  iniunction  in  such 
action,  rests  wholly  upon  the  pro- 
yisions  of  the  Code  of  Procedure; 
and  the  amount  tg  be  recoyered 
on  the  undertaking  fiyen  upon  the 
granting  of  the  injunction  order, 
&  limit^  to  the  sum  specified  in 
the  undertaking.    (Id.) 

12.  SembUj  that  a  defendant  who  has 
been  restrained  by  injunctiod  and 
sustained  damages  thereby,  may 
maintain  an  action  for  indemnity 
in  the  nature  of  an  action  on  the 
case  for  a  malicious  prosecution, 
but  such  action  will  be  decided 
under  the  rules  applicable  to  such 
latter  action.    (Id.) 

18.  A  court  of  equity  has  power  to 
interfere,  by  injunction,  when 
public  officers  are  proceeding  ille- 
gally to  the  injury  of  parties,  and 
when  the  exercise  of  such  juris- 
diction is  necessary  to  preyent  a 
multiplicity  of  suits  at  law.  (Lutes 
agt.  BriggSf  5  Bun,  67.) 

14  The  fact  that  an  improper  inyest- 
ment  of  the  funds  of  a  sayings 
bank  has  been  made  by  its  trustees, 
does  not  justify  a  court  in  continu- 
ing an  injunction  restraining  its 
president  from  exercising  or  per- 
forming any  of  the  duties  or  priyi- 
leges  of  the  office  of  trustee  or  of 
president,  unless  it  be  shown  that 
some  further  misuse  of  the  corpo- 
rate funds  is  threatened,  or  that 
some  other  act  in  yiolation  of  the 
plaintiffs'  ri^ts  is  contemplated. 
people  ex  rd.*Floyd  agt  Ckmklin^  5 
Hun,  452.) 

15.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  inter- 
fere by  injunction  in  matters  re- 
lating merely  to  the  internal  goy- 
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eminent  of  a  corporation,  so  as  to 
restrain  directors  de  facto  from 
acting  as  such,  on  the  sole  ground 
of  the  alleged  invalidity  of  their 
title  to  their  oflSces.    (ife.) 

16.  In  an  action,  brought  in  the  name 
of  the  people,  for  the  removal  of  a 
person  from  an  office  into  which  it 
is  alleged  he  has  unlawAiUy  in- 
truded, and  for  the  recoveiT  of 
such  damages  as  he  may  have 
become  liable  to  pay  by  reason  of 
his  usurpation,  an  injunction  is 
not  an  appropriate  remedy.    {Id.) 

17.  If,  for  any  reason,  the  continued 
exercise  of  his  authori^  shall  ap- 
pear to  endanger  the  interests  of 
th«  corporation,  the  action  to  re- 
strain him  must  be  of  a  different 
nature,  and  be  brought  by  some 
person  whose  interests  will  be 
jeopardized  by  the  misconduct 
apprehended,  where  such  action  is 
not  brought  by  the  corporation. 
{Id,) 

18.  The  plaintiff  brought  this  action 
against  the  defendants,  individu- 
aUy,  to  restrain  them  from  laying 
out  a  highway  in  the  town  of 
Huntington,  as  commissioners  ap- 
pointed under  chapter  844  of  1870, 
and  procured  a  temporary  injunc- 
tion therein,  which  was  subse- 
quently dissolved.  The  defend- 
ants claimed,  as  damage  sustained 
by  reason  of  the  injunction,  the 
amount  paid  to  the  counsel  appear- 
ing for  them,  on  the  motion  to 
dissolve  the  injunction.  The  plain- 
tiff claimed  that  they  were  sued 
as  individuals,  and  that  as  such 
they  had  sustained  no  damages, 
the  counsel  fees  •being  paid  from 
the  proceeds  of  bonds  sold  by 
them  as  commissioners.  Held^ 
that  as  the  defendants  had  no 
authority  to  apply  the  proceeds 
of  the  bonds  to  the  payment  of 
counsel  fees,  such  payment  must 
be  considered  as  a  private  one, 
and  that  they  were  entitled  to 
recover  therefor.  {BayUs  2l^,  8cud- 
der,  6  Hun,  800.) 


19.  After  an  order  of  the  general 
term,  reversing  an  order  continu- 
ing an  injunction,  plaintiff  was 
allowed  to  discontinue  the  action 
upon  payment  of  costs,  and  a 
motion  of  defendants  for  an  extra 
allowance  was  denied.  Subse- 
quently an  order  was  made  direct- 
ing a  referee  to  compute  the 
amount  of  defendants'  dam^es. 
Held,  that  this  was  proper.  {Fark 
agt.  Musffrave^  6  Hun,  223.) 

20.  Wliere  a  temporary  injunction  is 
granted,  on  the  application  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  supreme  court  has 
power  to  continue  the  same  in 
force  after  the  entry  of  judgment 
in  the  action  in  favor  of  the 
defendant,  and  during  the  pend- 
ency of  an  appeal  therefirom. 
(SpeoTi  agt  MaUhem,  6  Hun^  489.) 

Trade  mark— use  of,  when  restrain- 
ed. {See  TcUeatt  agt  Moare^  6  Hun^ 
106.) 

When  action  cannot  be  maintained 
to  restrain  proceedings  by  rail- 
road company  to  acquire  lands. 
{See  Kvp  agt  N.    T.   <k  Harlem 

21.  One  showing  no  other  right  than 
as  a  tax-payer,  cannot  maintain  an 
action  in  equity  against  the  official 
custodian  of  the  proceeds  of  a  tax, 
to  restrain  their  application  to  the 
purposes  for  which  the  tax  waa 
raised  (CIhttbch,  Oh.  J.,  and  lU- 
FALLO,  J.,  disBenting).  {KUboume 
agt  St.  John,  59  N.  F.,  21.) 

22.  The  granting,  continuing  or  dis- 
solving of  a  temporary  iijunction 
is  within  the  discretion  of  the 
court  of  original  jurisdiction,  and 
its  determination  cannot  be  re- 
viewed here.  {PfoTU  agt.  Sampton, 
59  N.  7".,  174.) 

28.  The  legislative  intent  in  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act "  for  the  protection 
of  tax-payers  against  thie  frauds, 
embezzlement  and  wrongftil  acts 
of    public    officers    or    agents'^ 
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{fMp,  161,  Law8  of  1872),  was  to 
provide  ample  remedy  and  protec- 
tion to  the  tax-payers  against  all 
wrongful  acts,  to  their  prejudice, 
of  the  officers  and  agents  of  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation,  affecting  not 
only  its  property  rights,  but  its 
credit,  and    embraces  within  its 

Surview  every  process  or  means 
y  which  the  corporation  can  be 
char^^ed  pecuniarily,  or  the  taxa- 
ble property  within  its  limits  bur- 
dened (Groysr,  Folobr  and 
Jom^Bom.JJ.y  dtssenting).  {Ayers 
agt  Lawrence,  59  N.  T.,  193.) 

24.  An  action  is  sustainable  under 
that  statute  by  a  tax-payer  of  a  town 
against  commissioners  thereof,  ap- 
pointed under  the  act  authorizing 
municipal  corporations  to  aid  in 
the  construction  of  railroads  {chap. 
907,  Laws  of  1869,  and  amend- 
ments\  to   restrain   the   contem- 

{>latea  and  threatened  unauthor- 
zed  issuing  of  town  bonds  by 
such  commissioners  (Groyer, 
FoLOER  and  Johnson,  Jj.,  dmenP 
ingy    (Id.) 

25.  It  is  proper  to  determine  in  a  fore- 
closure suit  a  controversy  between 
plaintiff  and  the  grantee  of  the 
mortgagor,  as  to  the  right  of  the 
latter  to  remove  an  erection  made 
by  him  on  the  land,  and  the  court 
may,  by  the  judgment  in  the* ac- 
tion, in  case  the  right  is  estab- 
lished, protect  it  by  authorizing 
the  removal  before  the  sale,  or 
providing  that  the  sale  shall  be 
subject  to  such  right.  (Brovon  agt. 
K8.  G.Co.,^^Sf.  r.,242.)  * 

26.  An  order,  therefore,  granting  a 
temporary  injunction  reslrainmg 
such  removal,  is  not  a  final  deter- 
mination of  the  question;  it  is 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court 
of  original  jurisdiction  to  grant; 
and  the  exercise  of  this  discretion 
cannot  be  reviewed  here.    (Id.) 

27.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  authorize  a 
court  of  equity  to  restrain  the 
execution  of  a  judgment,  to  show 
that  Iho  claim  upon  which  the 
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judgment  was  obtained  was  un- 
founded, or  that  the  court  erro- 
neously decided  the  law ;  nor  is  it 
sufficient  to  show  that  there  was  a 
good  defense  to  the  action  of 
which  the  defendant  omitted  to 
avail  himself,  if  before  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered  the  facts  were 
known  to  him,  or  might,  by  the 
exercise  of  reasonable  diligence, 
have  been  ascertained;  it  must 
appear  that  the  omission  was  the 
result  of  fraud  or  accident,  un- 
mixed with  any  fault  or  negligence 
upon  his  part  (Andrews,  J). 
(StaweU  agt.  CarpenUr,  59  iT.  P., 
414.) 


INTEREST. 

The  interest  on  an  award  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  widening  of  Broad- 
way, in  pursuance  of  the  act  of 
1869,  began  to  run  against  the  cor- 
poration of  the  city  of  New  York 
on  the  day  that  demand  was  made 
upon  the  comptroller  by  the  plain- 
tiff for  payment,  pursuant  to  the 
act  of  1S<60,  after  the  amfirmation 
of  the  report  of  the  commissioners. 
(PhilUps  agt  GudUpp,  ante,  368.) 

Where  services  in  a  particular  case 
are  rendered,  or  where,  by  con- 
tract of  the  parties,  the  amount 
is  payable,  or  where  it  is  liquidated 
bv  the  fee  bill,  interest  must  be 
allowed  upon  the  debt.  (Church 
agt.  Kidd,  6  Hun,  475.) 


IRREGULARITY. 

It  is  not  every  decision  of  the 
court  below,  on  a  motion  where 
the  regularity  of  the  proceedings 
upon  •  which  a  judgment  was 
founded  is  involved,  which  is  re- 
viewable here.  Irregularities  may 
have  been  waived  or  cured  by  the 
laches  of  the  party  complaining ; 
and  whether  or  not  they  have 
been  thus  obviated,  is  a  question 
not  only  involving  the  discretion 
of  the  court  below,  but  may  in- 
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volve  the  determination  of  con- 
troverted facts;  in  which  case 
the  decision  below  is  not  review- 
able. (TTAtteagt  CouUer,  69  N,  F., 
629.) 

JOINDER. 

Of  legal  and  equitable  causes  of  ac- 
tion — left  to  election  ofplaintifl. 
(See  Bruce  agt  KeUy,  6  Hun,  229.) 

When  several  causes  of  action  not 
deemed  united  in  complaint  (See 
(Walters  agt.  Continental  Ins.  Go. , 
5  Hun,  343?) 

Personal  representatives — when  can- 
not be  joined  in  action  on  contract 
against  defendants  jointly  liable. 
(See  Livermore  agt.  Bushnell,  6 
Hun,  285.) 

Causes  of  action  against  maker  and 
guarantor  of  promissory  note  — 
when  improperly  joined.  (See 
Barton,  agt.  ^peis,  5  Hun,  60.) 

Who  may  be  joined  as  defendants 
in  action  broij^ht  under  civil  dam- 
age act.  (See  Jackson  agt.  BrooHns, 
5^i/n,  580.) 

Improper  joinder  of  parties  plain- 
tiff—  remedy — when  nonsuit  can- 
not be  granted.  (See  FuUer  agt. 
FuUer,  5  Hun,  595.) 


JOINT  DEBTORS. 

Maker  of  accommodation  paper — 
principal  debtors  as  to  holders 
thereof — representatives  of  one 
lolnt  maker  not  discharged  by 
his  death  from  liability  thereon. 
(See  First  Nat.  Bank  agt^  Morgan, 
6  Hun,  846.) 


JUDGE  AND  JURY. 

1.  In  making  a  motion  to  set  aside 
a  verdict  on  the  ground  of  im- 
proper detention  of  the  jury  by 
the  court,  after  they  had  retired 


to  deliberate  upon  their  verdict, 
it  is  commendable  in  counsel  to 
make  the  motion  before  the  same 
judffe  who  tried  the  cause.  The 
affidavits  of  tlie  jurors  upon  such 
a  motion  cannot  be  used.'  (Erwin 
agt  HarmUon,  an^,82.) 

2.  The  trial  of  tliis  cause  was  fin- 
ished and  given  to  the  jurv  at 
about  six  o'clock  p.  m.,  on  Friday. 
In  about  an  hour  the  jury  came 
into  the  court  room  and  informed 
the  judge  that  they  were  unable 
to  agree.  The  judge  refused  to 
discharge  them,  and  said  he  would 
go  to  supper  and  return  there 
about  half-past  ei;;^ht;  that  he 
would  then  wait  a  reasonable  time 
for  the  verdict,  and  if  thej'  failed 
to  agree  before  the  court  adjourn- 
ed lor  the  evening,  they  could 
bring  a  sealed  verdict  on  Monday 
at  half-past  three  o'clock,  p.  m.,  to 
which  time  the  court  would  ad- 
journ. They  were  distinctly  in- 
'  formed  that  every  provision  would 
be  made  for  their  comfort  during 
the  time  of  their  confinement, 
which  was  possible,  and  that  no 
juror  should  yield  his  conscien- 
tious convictions,  yet  that  the  in- 
terests of  justice  required  a  longer 
deliberation.    (Id.) 

8.  The  judge  attended  at  court  agam 
at  half-past  eight  o'clock,  and 
waited  until  about  half-past  ten 
o'clock  p.  M.  At  that  time  word 
was  sent  to  the  jury  that  the  court 
was  about  to  adjourn  until  Mon- 
d^  at  half -past  three  o'clock  p.  x.  , 
and  asking  them  whether  thev  had 
agreed  upon  a  verdict;  word  was 
sent  from  the  jury  that  they  would 
agree  in  five  minutes;  and  before 
the  expiration  of  that  time  they 
returned  to  court  and  rendered  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
(Id.) 

4.  Upon  the  case  of  Careen  agt  Td- 
fair  (11  How.,  260),  the  plaintiffs 
moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
The  court,  on  a  review  of  that 
case,  which  was  like  the  present, 
dissented  from  the  reasoning  of 
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the  judge  (Harris)  at  special 
tenn,  and  approved  of  the  course 
pursued  by  the  judge  at  the  cir- 
cuit (A.  J.  Parker)  in  the  cause, 
and  therefore,  as  to  authority  con- 
sidered it  a  balanced  case;  and 
that  this  motion  should  be  decided 
as  an  original  question,  there  being 
no  other  authority  produced.    {IcL) 

5.  It  must  be  left  to  the  good  sense 
and  wise  discretion  of  the  judge 
who  presides  at  the  trial,  to  deter- 
mine how  long  the  jury  shall  be 
detained,  and  what,  if  any  thing, 
shall  be  said  as  to  the  probable 
length  of  the  detention.    (/<L) 

6.  The  jury  in  this  case,  after  having 
been  out  some  time,  came  into 
court  and  stated  their  inability  to 
agree;  whereupon  the  judge, 
amonc^  other  things,  remarked 
that  the  case  was  or  too  much  im- 
portance to  the  parties  to  have  a 
disagreement;  that  the  verdict 
was  the  judgment  of  twelve  men 
and  each  man  formed  one-twelfth 
part;  that  no  man  should  be  so 
obstinate  as  to  say,  **lwill  have 
my  own  way  or  I  will  not  have  it 
at  all,**  because  he  must  remem- 
ber that  he  formed  only  one- 
twelfth  part;  that  it  was  better  in 
cases  of  this  sort  that  a  judgment 
of  doubtful  propriety  be  rendered 
than  none  at  all;  l>ecause  if  the 
Jury  should  render  a  judgment 
then  the  parties  would  know  what 
their  rights  were  and  could  act 
accordingly;  whereas,  if  they  did 
not  render  a  verdict,  no  progress 
was  made  and  the  parties  were 
punished  by  the  disagreement; 
that  it  was  a  reproach  to  the  ad-' 
ministration  of  justice;  that  courts 
were  organized  that  parties  could 
come  in  and  have  their  rights  de- 
termined, &c.  (Euntoon  agt.  Btts- 
mU,  arUe,  154.) 

7.  The  jury  returned  to  their  room 
and  soon  after  came  into  court 
and  brought  in  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant.  Exceptions  were  duly 
taken  to  the  remarks  of  the  judge. 


which  were  duly  entered.    (Id, 


ige 


8.  Passing  over  one  or  two  prelimi- 
nary objections  to  this  motion,  the 
judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  por- 
tion of  the  remarks  to  the  jury,  to 
which  objection  could  fairly  be 
taken,  raised  a  question  of  error 
rather  than  of  irregularity^  and 
must  be  reviewed  on  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions and  not  decided  on  mo- 
tion.   Motion  denied.    (Id.) 

JUDGE*S  CHARGE. 

1.  Where  a  plaintiff,  having  personal 
knowledge  of  the  transaction 
which  is  the  foundation  of  the 
action,  does  not  appear  or  testify 
on  the  trial,  it  is  proper  for  the 
court  to  charge  the  jury,  that  if 
they  find  his  absence  to  be  a 
suspicious  circumstance,  and  that 
it  was  plaintiff's  duty  to  have 
testified  and  given  to  the  jury  all 
he  knew  in  regard  to  the  transac- 
tion, that  then  they  must  assume 
that  the  reason  he  had  not  done 
so,  was,  that  he  was  afraid  to  do 
so,  and  it  must  be  taken  as  a  sus- 
picious circumstance,  throwing 
suspicion  upon  his  case.  (Brooks 
agt.  Steen,  6  Bun,  616.) 

2.  While  the  court  may  reverse  a 
judgment  for  an  error  in  the 
charge  to  the  jurv,  in  the  absence 
of  an  exception,  ft  will  only  do  so 
when  it  is  evident  that  the  court 
misunderstood  the  law,  and,  as  a 
consequence,  misdirected  and  mis- 
led the  jury  in  the  general  effect 
of  the  charge.  (Acmrt  agt.  Lan- 
sing, 6  Hun,  476.) 

8.  It  is  not  error  for  the  court  to 
read  to  the  jury  extracts  from  the 
opinion  of  the  court  of  appeals 
in  another  case,  where  there  is 
nothing  in  the  remainder  of  the 
opinion  qualifying  the  part  read. 
(0<yrdea  agt.  K  Y.  0.  db  Hudson 
RR  RGo.,Q  Hun,  461.) 

JUDGMENT. 

1.  In  an  action  brought  upon  a 
judgment  in  which  the  defendant 
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claims  that  it  has  been  satisfied  by 
a  satisfaction-piece  executed  by 
an  assignee  thereof,  and  also  by 
an  execution  issued  to  the  sheriff, 
the  validity  of  such  satisfaction- 
piece  and  execution  may  be  im- 
peached; and  it  may  be  shown 
that  they  are  fraudulent,  and  that 
such  iudffment  has  not  been  paid 
or  relea^;  the  question  as  to 
their  validity  arising  directly  and 
not  collaterally,  in  such  action. 
(Jfandemlle  agt.  Beynolds^  5  Hun, 
888.) 

2.  A  motion  to  set  aside  a  judgment 
or  to  vacate  a  satisfoction  thereof, 
is  a  proceeding  in  the  action. 
(PUkin  agt.  Choley,  5  Hun,  48.) 

Confessed  bv  principal  to  secure 
surety — wnen  a  valid  lien  and 
security  for  full  amount  of  credi- 
tor's claim.  (See  Crosby  Sigt,  CraJU, 
5  Hun,  827.) 

In  replevin  —  error  in  form  of — 
how  corrected.  {See  Young  agt. 
Atvxxfd^  5  Hun,  284.) 

Against  indorser — when  does  not 
operate  as  a  retransfer  of  note  to 
indorser.  (See  BumsU  dk  Erwin 
M(mvf,  Oo,  agt.  Carpenter,  5  Hun, 
162.) 

Upon  arbitrator's  award  —  cannot 
be  entered,  when  submission  is 
not  attested  by  subscribing  wit- 
ness. (See  Ocean  House  Corpora- 
tion agt.  Chippu,  6  Hun,  419.) 

Offer  of,  under  Code,  section  885  — 
trial  fee  —  when  plaintiff  entitled 
to,  upon  taking  inquest  after  ser- 
vice of  offer.  (See  Hawley  agt. 
Dams,  5  Hun,  642.) 

8.  A  sued  B  and  recovered  judg- 
ment B  then  sued  A,  and  a 
employed  the  same  attorney  who 
had  appeared  for  him  in  the  first 
action  to  prosecute  the  second, 
with  the  agreement  that  such 
attorney  should  be  paid  for  ser- 
vices rendered  in  the  first  action, 
and  those  to  be  rendered  in  the 


second  action,  out  of  the  recovei^ 
in  the  second  action.  In  the  suit 
against  A,  B's  attorney  ascertained 
the  amount  in  which  the  referee 
would  report  in  favor  of  B,  and, 
just  before  the  entry  of  the  judg- 
ment on  such  report,  took  a  parol 
assignment  of  toe  claim  against 
A  in  full  for  his  services,  he  agree- 
ing to  pav  assistant  counsel.  Held^ 
in  the  absence  of  collusion,  that 
A  was  not  entitled,  on  motion,  to 
have  his  judgment  set  off  against 
the  iudgment  recovered  against 
him  by  a.  Whether,  if  an  action 
was  brought  to  set  off  the  judg- 
ment it  could  be  maintained,  anare, 
(Swift  agt.  Prouty,  6  Hun,  94.) 

4  Where  the  sheriff  sells,  under  an 
execution,  the  only  property 
owned  by  the  judgment  debtor, 
viz.,  a  life  estate  in  certain  land, 
which  estate  is  purchased  by  the 
judgment  creditor  for  the  amount 
due  him,  such  purchase  operates 
as  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment, 
even  though  the  judgment  debtor 
die,  and  his  estate  terminate, 
before  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to 
enter  upon  the  land.  (Klehikenz 
agt  PJielps,  6  Hun,  568.) 

5.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  authorize  a 
court  of  equity  to  restrain  the  exe- 
cution of  a  judgment^  to  show  that 
the  claim  upon  which  the  judg- 
ment was  obtained  was  un- 
founded, or  that  the  court  erro- 
neously decided  the  law  ;  nor  is  it 
sufficient  to  show  that  there  was 
a  ^ood  defense  to  the  action  of 
which  the  defendant  omitted  to 
avail  himself,  if  before  the  Judg- 

.  ment  was  rendered  the  facts  were 
known  to  him,  or  might,  by  the 
exercise  of  reasonable  diligence, 
have  been  ascertained;  it  must 
appear  that  the  omission  was  the 
result  of  fraud  or  accident,  un- 
mixed with  any  fault  or  negli- 
gence on  his  part  (Andrews,  «^. 
(StUmll  agt  Carpenter,  50  N.  7., 
414) 

6.  Where  the  affidavit  that  no  an- 
swer or  demurrer  has  been  served, 
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filed  with  the  clerk  for  the  pur- 

Sose  of  perfecthig  a  jadgment  hy 
efaalt,  is  properly  sworn  to  be- 
fore a  proper  officer  who  neglects 
to  sign  the  jurat,  and  the  omission 
is  not  discovered  until  after  the 
entry  of  judgment,  the  court  has 
power,  and  it  is  within  its  discre- 
tion, to  permit  the  officer  to  sign, 
nuncpro^nc  (Oode^  sec.  174) ;  and 
the  exercise  of  this  discretion  is 
not  reviewable  here.  {Faweett  agt. 
Fflwy,  59  J^.  Ty  597.) 

7.  A  person  against  whom  a  judg- 
ment by  default,  regular  on  its 
face,  has  been  taken,  but  who  was 
not,  in  fact,  served  with  the  sum- 
mons, has  a  legal  right  to  have  the 
judgment  vacated ;  and  an  order 
denying  that  ri^t  is  appealable 
to  this  court.  (  WkUe  agt.  CovUer, 
59  JV.  r.,629.) 

8.  Where,  in  an  action  for  tort 
against  a  non-resident,  the  sum- 
mons is  served  hy  publication  and 
judgment  is  perfected  without  an 
appearance  of  the  defendant,  the 
juogment  is  not  in  penonam,  and 
proceedings  under  section  292  of 
the  Code  cannot  be  instituted 
against  defendant  to  compel  him 
to  submit  to  an  examination  con- 
cerning his  property  ;   nor  is  the 

glaintiff  entitled  to  a  warrant  for 
is  arrest,  as  prescribed  by  said 
section,  on  account  of  his  refusal 
to  apply  property  in  satisfaction 
of  such  judgment.  {BaiiHeU  agt. 
McNea,mN.T.,^.) 

9.  A  judgment  in  such  a  case  was 
perfectSi  in  the  ordinary  form 
upon  an  assessment  of  damages 
by  a  sherifTs  Jury.  Upon  motion 
of  defendant  the  judgment  was 
amended  by  inserting  a  statement 
that  the  defendant  **was  a  non- 
resident upon  whom  no  personal 
service  was  made,  but  who  had 
property  within  the  state  liable 
to  attachment  **  The  order  there- 
on was  affirmed  on  appeal  to  the 

§eneral  term.     On  appeal  from 
^e  order  of  general  term,  heldy 
that    the    amendment    did   not 


change  the  character  or  force  of 
the  judgment;  that  this  court 
could  not,  upon  such  an  appeal, 
determine  the  validity  or  the 
judgment,  or  whether  it  could  be 
enforced  against  any  property  of 
defendant  in  the  state ;  appeal 
therefore  dismissed.    (Id.) 

10.  Where  an  action  is  a^nst  two 
defendants  whoso  liabilities  are 
separate  and  distinct,  or  is  upon 
two  distinct  subjects-matter,  and  \ 
a  several  jadgment  is  rendered 
in  favor  of  one  defendant  and 
against  the  other,  or  in*  favor  of 
plaintiff  as  to  one  subject-matter 
and  against  him  as  to  the  other, 
the  fact  that  an  appeal  has  been 
brought  by  the  unsuccessful  de- 
fendant from  the  judgment  against 
him  and  has  been  determined  by 
the  appellate  court,  while  it  estops 
plaintiff  from  questioning  that 
portion  of  the  juagment,  does  not 
preclude  him  from  appealing  from 
the  residue.  (Genet  agt.  Bacen- 
part,  60  iV.  F.,  194.) 

11.  The  &ct  that  two  or  more  several 
jud^ents,  entirely  disconnected, 
are  included  in  the  same  record, 
does  not  deprive  the  parties  of 
the  right  to  appeal  from  either 
within  the  time  limited  by  law. 
Nor  does  the  determination  of  a 
prior  appeal  from  one  of  the  judg- 
ments prevent  an  appeal  from 
another.    (Id.) 

JUDGMENTS. 

1.  Where,  on  motion  to  set  aside 
judgments  for  irregularity  and 
fraud,  the  affidavits  for  and  against 
the  motion  are  very  conflicting, 
and  a  reference  is  ordered  to  as- 
certain the  facts,  the  report  of  the 
referee  finding  the  facts  from  the 
evidence  is  conclusive  of  such 
focts.  (Brown  agt  Jfarrigold, 
ante,  248.) 

2.  Irregularity  in  the  service  of 
summons  and  complaint  in  ob- 
tain ing  judgment  by  default    (Id.) 
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8.  What  are  and  what  are  not  valid 
statements  upon  which  to  enter 
judgments  by  confession.    (Id.) 

4  The  time  within  which  it  is  re- 
quired to  move  to  set  aside  a  judg- 
ment for  fraud  is  not  governed  by 
the  time  in  which  it  la  necessary 
to  move  to  set  it  aside  for  irregu- 
larity.   (Id.) 

5.  A  judgment  recovered  against  a 
corporation  is  final  and  conclusive 
against  stockholders,  when  it  is 
sought  to  be  enforced  by  action 
against  corporate  property,  or  its 
proceeds  received  by  them.  (Ha^t- 
vngs  agt  DreWy  ante^  254.) 

6.  A  court  of  equity  will  recognize 
and  protect  the  eciuitable  righta  of 
third  parties,  against  what  appears 
to  be  a  legal  nen,  and  will  limit 
that  lien  to  the  actual  interest 
which  a  judgment  debtor  had  in 
the  estate.  {CyDonneU  agt.  Kerry 
anUy  384.) 

7.  The  lien  of  a  judgment  will  be 
removed  by  the  decree  of  a  court 
of  equity,  when  the  judgment 
debtor  holds  the  estate  merely  as 
a  naked  trustee  for  another,  or 
when  there  is  a  subsisting,  equit- 
able claim  in  favor  of  a  third 
party  against  the  premises,  prior 
m  pomt  of  time  to  the  lien  oi  the 
judgment     (Id.) 

8.  When  a  husband,  the  owner  of  a 
house  and  lot,  was  about  to  go  to 
sea,  and  was  desirous  of  convey- 
ing the  same  to  his  wife,  and  for 
this  purpose,  by  the  advice  of  his 
lawyer,  conveyed  the  same  with- 
out consideration  to  a  third  party, 
upon  the  understanding  that  such 
third  party  should  immediately 
convey  the  same  to  the  wife,  and 
the  conveyance  to  such  third 
party  and  from  him  to  the  wife 
were  made  instantaneously  :  Held, 
that  a  judgment  theretofore  dock- 
eted against  such  third  party,  and 
then  existing,  was  not  alien  upon 
the  premises,  as  against  the  equit- 


able interest  of  the  wife  in  the 
premises.    (Id.) 

9.  Also,  hMy  that  it  was  proper  to 
show  by  parol  evidence,  the  pur- 
pose for  which  the  conveyance  to 
such  third  party  was  made^  and 
the  interest  of  the  wife  in  the 
premises.    (Id.) 


JUDICIAL  SALE. 

1.  The  supreme  court  has  power  to 
set  aside  a  sale  of  lands,  made 
pursuant  to  its  judgment  or  order, 
for  fraud  or  irregularity,  and  this 
as  against  a  bona  fide  CTantee  of 
the  purchaser  at  the  judicial  sale; 
all  acquiring  title  from  and  under 
the  latter  isSie  subject  to  the  same 
jurisdiction.  (Bale  agt.  Clattsony 
60  JV;  r.,  389.) 

2.  An  application  to  set  aside  such 
sale  is  addressed  to  the  discretion 
of  the  court,  and  its  order  thereon 
is  not  reviewable  here.    (M.) 


JURAT. 

Not  part  of  complaint  —  demurrer 
not  proper  remedy  for  error  in. 
(See  SUxteBank  of  Ot^nagt  SlusWy 
5  Huny  114.) 


JURISDICTION. 

1.  WheYe  the  property  of  a  mming 
corporation  organized  in  this  state, 
whose  entire  property  consists  of 
real  estate  situated  in  another  state 
or  territory,  the  title  to  such  prop- 
erty does  not  vest  in  a  receiver  of 
the  corporation  appointed  here;  he 
has  no  jurisdiction  over  it.  (Simp- 
kins  agt.  S.  d  P.  Gold  Co.y  arUe, 
56.) 

2.  The  creditors  of  such  corporation 
might  resort  for  relief  to  the  courts 
where  the  property  is  situated,  or 
the  corporation  itself  could  proceed 
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to  use  or  dispose  of  tlie  property 
entirely  unaffected  by  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver  here.    (Id) 

3.  A  proceeding  in  invUum  can  have 
no  force  outside  the  jurisdiction 
where  the  proceeding  is  initiated. 
(Id,) 

4  The  supreme  court  has  jurisdic- 
tion in  equity  to  declare  void  and 
to  cancel  any  instrument  obtained 
by  fraud.  (Globe  Mutual  Ins.  Co. 
agt.  Reals,  ante,  237.) 

5.  This  jurisdiction  will  be  exercised 
in  the  case  of  a  life  insurance  policy, 
even  although  the  facts  stated  in 
the  complaint  show  a  valid  defense 
in  an  action  on  the  instrument.  (Id.) 

6.  In  such  a  case  an  injunction  will 
issue  to  restrain  the  assignment  of 
the  policy,  and  tlie  prosecution  of 
suits  upon  it.    (Id.) 

7.  A  court  having  obtained  jurisdic- 
tion of  a  criminal  action,  does  not 
lose  jurisdiction  because  one  of 
its  members,  and  one  necessary  to 
make  a  duly  organized  court,  is 
called  from  the  bench  as  a  witness 
in  the  action,  and  is  sworn  and 
testifies  as  such.  (People  agt. 
Dohnng,  59  N.  F.,  374.) 

8.  Jt  KerMy  that  where  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial  is  made  on  the  min- 
utes, at  a  term  subsequent  to  that 
at  which  the  trial  was  had,  the 
court  has  jurisdiction,  and  only  a 
question  of  regularity  is  presented. 
(Courtney  2^i,  Bakery  60  N.  F.,  1.) 

9.  The  jurisdiction  of  a  strictly  local 
court  (in  this  case  the  city  court 
of  Brooklyn)  cannot  be  extended 
to  persons  and  subjects  without 
the  territorial  limits  of  the  juris- 
diction by  the  fact  that  one  or 
more  of  several  defendants  jointly 
liable  reside  or  are  within  sucn 
jurisdiction;  and  a  judgment 
against  the  defendants  residing 
and  served  with  process  out  of  the 
Jurisdictioil  is  void.    (Hoag   agt 

*  Lamont,  60  JV.  F.,96.) 


10.  It  seemSy  that  if  one  of  several 
joint  debtors  resides  or  is  served 
with  process  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court^  the  action  may 
proceed  to  judgnieiit  and  a  recov- 
ery be  had,  in  fonn,  against  all, 
but  to  affect  only  the  individual 
property  of  the  defendant  so 
served  and  the  property  owned 
jointly  by  all    (Id) 

11.  The  supreme  court  has  power  to 
set  aside  a  sale  of  lands,  made 
pursuant  to  its  judgment  or  order, 
lor  fraud  or  irregularity,  and  this 
as  against  a  bona  fde  grantee  of 
the  purchaser  at  the  jumcial  sale; 
all  acquiring  title  from  and  under 
the  latter  take  subject  to  same 
jurisdiction.  (Haletigt.Clatison, 
60  N.  F. ,  339.) 

12.  The  jurisdiction  of  a  town  clerk 
to  summon  a  jury  to  reassess  dam- 
ages for  laying  out  a  highway, 
and  that  of  the  jury  to  act,  de- 
pends upon  the  precedent  condi- 
tion that  the  proceedings  have 
been  commenced  by  the  service, 
within  the  time  prescribed  by 
statute  (see.  3,  chap.  455,  Lmos  of 
1847),  of  a  notice  by  a  party  feelinfl^ 
himself  aggrieved.  (People  ex  rd. 
agt.  MoUy  60  N.  Y.y  649.) 

13.  Where,  therefore,  the  notice  was 
served  upon  tlie  town  clerk  more 
than  twenty  days  after  the  filing 
of  the  commissioners'  assessment, 
hddy  that  the  jury  had  no  juris- 
diction, and  that  a  reassessment 
by  them  was  void.    (Id.) 

14.  When  the  assessment  of  the  com- 
miasioners  is  complete  and  deliv- 
ered to  the  commissioner  of  high- 
ways^ their  power  is  exhausted. 
They  cannot  therefore  substitute 
another,  and  a  paper  purporting 
to  be  a  revised  or  amended  assess- 
ment subsequently  filed,  has  no 
legal  force  or  validity.    (Id.) 

JURORS. 

Drawing  of,  for  special  terms  of 
oyer  and  terminer  —  challenge  to 


^84 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 


Digest 


the  array.    {See  P&weU  agt.  People^ 
6  Hun,  169.) 

1.  A  juror  who  testifies  that  he  has 
heard  the  case  talked  about ;  has 
read  part  of  a  former  trial;  has 
expressed  an  opinion  upon  what 
he  has  read,  and  will  commence 
the  trial  with  an  impression  on 
his  mind  —  but  that  such  impres- 
sion will  not  influence  liis  verdict 
upon  the  evidence  —  is  a  compe- 
tent juror  under  chapter  475  of 
1872.  {Phelps  agt.  People,  6  Hun, 
401.) 

2.  Chapter  427  of  1873  providing 
that  all  challenges  of  jurors,  both 
in  civil  and  criminal  cases,  shall 
be  tried  and  determined  by  the 
court  alone,  is  constitutional  and 
valid.  ( Weston  agt.  People,  6  Hun, 
140.) 

8.  The  power  of  the  mayor  of  the 
city  of  New  York  to  appoint, 
in  piu^uance  of  an  act  of  the 
Legislature,  a  commissioner  of 
jurors  to  prepare  the  lists  from 
which  the  names  of  the  persons 
to  serve  as  petit  jurors  are  to  be 
taken,  cannot  be  tried  on  a  chal- 
lenge to  the  array  of  the  jurors 
80  drawn.  {Dolan  agt.  People,  6 
Hun,  498.) 


JURY. 

1.  From  necessity,  as  well  as  by  stat- 
ute, the  commissioher  of  jurors 
for  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York  must  complete  a  list  of  all 
jurors  liable  to  serve,  and  file  in 
the  office  of  the  county  clerk  a 
certified  copy  thereof,  and  he  shall, 
from  time  to  time,  return  the 
names  of  any  persons  omitted  on 
the  list;  and  all  those  sent,  up  to 
the  time  of  the  selection  of  the 
struck  jury,  are  those  from  which 
the  selection  is  made.  {People  agt. 
Tu>eed,  (mte,  262.) 

2.  The  summoning  of  only  twenty- 
three  jurors,  whose  names  appear 


on  the  list  of  jurors  from  which 
the  selection  of  the  struck  jury 
should  have  been  made,  and  whom 
the  elisors  chose,  and  of  one  addi- 
tionsd  person,  whose  name  does 
not  appear  on  the  list  to  which^the 
choice  must  be  limited,  and  whom 
the  elisors  did  not,  in  fact,  so  des- 
ignate, is  good  ground  for  chal- 
lenge to  the  array.    {Id.) 

8.  The  statute  provides  that  the  elis- 
ors shall  select  forty-eight  names 
from  the  orij^inal  list  of  jurors  re- 
turned to  the  clerk.  From  this 
list  each  party  may  strike  off  alt- 
ernately, twelve  names;  leaving 
twenty-four  jurors,  from  which 
the  regular  panel  of  twelve  is  to 
be  drawn  for  the  trial  of  the  cause. 
{People  agt.  Tweed,  ante,  278.) 

4.  If  the  elisors,  in  selecting  the  for- 
ty-eight names,  make  a  mistake 
as  to  the  christian  name  of  one  of 
them,  and  the  mistake  is  not  dis- 
covered until  the  list  is  completed, 
and  it  turns  out  that  the  name 
selected  and  entered  by  the  elisors 
represents  a  competent  juror  by 
that  name,  the  sheriff  has  no  au- 
thority to  summon  the  person  in- 
tendea  to  be  chosen  by  the  elisors, 
nor  has  the  court  any  authority  to 
substitute  the  person  intended  for 
the  one  actually  drawn.  The  mis- 
take presents  good  ground  for 
challenge  to  the  array.    {Id.) 

5.  A  challenge  to  the  array  of  a 
struck  jury  cannot  be  sustained, 
on  the  ground : 

First,  That  the  various  lists  of 
Jurors  returned  to  the  clerk's  office 
of  the  county  were  imperfect,  be- 
cause the  commissioner  of  jurors 
had  not,  when  this  jury  was  select- 
ed, made  lists  of  jurors  whom  he 
had  adjudged  competent  and  lia- 
ble to  serve,  as  he  was  required  to 
do  by  chapter  495,  of  the  Laws  of 
1847. 

Second,  Because  the  elisors  have 
placed  upon  the  list  of  names 
sundry  individuals  who  had  been 
stricken,  some  by  the  plaintiff  and 
others  by  the  defendant,  from  the 
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list  made   by  them  in  the  first 
cause. 

TMrd,  Because  among  the  twen- 
ty-four names  is  one  John  H.  Cas- 
well, who,  on  the  29kh  day  of 
October,  1875,  was  exempted  by 
the  commissioner  of  jurors  from 
jury  duty.  {PeopletLgt,  Tweed,  ante^ 


>.) 


6.  This  act  of  the  commissioner, 
however,. was  subeeauent  to  the 
making  and  filing  of  the  list  of 
jurors  in  the  clerk's  office,  upon 
which  ho  was  returned  as,  and 
adjudged  to  be  liable  to  serve  as,  a 
juror;  and  the  name  yn\8  on  the 
list  of  jurors  from  which  the  selec- 
tion was  to  be  made. 

Fburth.  Because  the  name  of 
William  P.  Douglass,  whose  name 
is  also  on  the  panel  returned,  has  a 
domicile  in  the  county  of  Queens, 
votes  there,  and  has  done  jury 
duty  there.    {Id.) 

7.  The  name  of  Mr.  Douglass  was 
upon  the  list  returned  to  the  clerk's 
office,  and  was  taken  therefrom  in 
obedience  to  the  mandate  of  the 
struck  jury  act.  Even  if  he  had 
a  right  to  be  excused  when  called 
as  a  juror,  this  would  not  render 
the  whole  panel  a  nullity. 

Fifth.  Because  the  list  of  jurors 
selected  to  try  this  cause  has,  and 
the  original  one  of  forty-eight 
names  hjid,  one  written  Juhus  W. 
Catlin,  whereas  the  name  upon  the 
general  jury  list  is  correctly  writ- 
ten Julius  Catlin,  Jr.    (Id.) 

8.  There  is  but  one  Catlin,  whose 
christian  name  is  Julius;  and  the 
law  is  well  settled  that  there  is 
only  one  christian  name  recog- 
niz^,  and  the  {giving  wrongly,  or 
the  failure  to  give  a  second,  is  no 
error.    (Id.) 

9.  Under  the  statute,  this  court  pos- 
sesses the  same  power  to  order  the 
summoning  of  talesmen  to  com- 
plete the  panel  of  a  struck  jury, 
that  it  has  in  the  case  of  a  com- 

.  mon  jury.  (PeopU  agt  Tweed,  ante, 
286.) 
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10.  Where  it  appears  that  the  sheriff 
is  a  party  in  interest  in  the  action, 
although  not  of  record,  a  coroner 
will  be  ordered  to  summon  the 
tales  jurors.    (Id.) 

Province  of,  to  determine  whether 
or  not  there  is  sufficient  evidence. 
(See  Sherwood  agt.  Mercantile  Mut. 
Ins.  Co.,  5  Hun,  115.) 

Wlien  question  as  to  terms  of 
written  instrument  may  be  left  to. 
(See  Cook  agt.  AUen,  5  Ilun,  561.) 

Verdict  of  guilty  —  when  court  has 
no  power  to  direct,  in  criminal 
cases.  (See  HoweU  agt.  People,  5 
Hun,  620.) 

11.  The  question  of  ordinary  care, 
should  be  left  to  the  jury  where 
inferences  are  iCTbe  cfrawn  from 
the  proofs,  which  are  not  certain 
and  incontrovertible,  or  if  it  is 
necessary  to  determine,  what  a 
man  of  ordinary  care  and  prud- 
ence would  be  likely  to  do  under 
the  circumstances.  (Massoth  agt. 
Delaware  db  Hudson  Canal  &>., 
6  Hun,  814.) 

12.  The  defendants  counsel  request- 
ed the  court  to  charge,  that  m  the 
absence  of  evidence  as  to  whether 
or  not  the  deceased  looked  out 
for  the  train  when  approaching 
the  crossing,  it  was  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  he  did  not  look.  Held, 
that  the  request  was  properly 
denied,  as  it  could  not,  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  be 
presumed,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that 
he  did  not  make  proper  observa- 
tions.   (Id.) 

18.  The  expression  of  an  opinion  by 
the  court  in  its  charge  to  the  jury, 
should  be  advisory  merely  and  not 
put  in  the  form  of  a  direction  as 
a  matter  of  law,  and  must  be 
accompanied  by  explicit  instruc- 
tions, that  it  is  their  duty  to  con- 
sider the  evidence  and  decide  as 
they  think  the  truth  requires. 
(Id.) 
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JUSTICES'  COURTS. 

1.  In  an  action  of  trespoM  quare 
elausum  fregit  commenced  in  a 
justice's  court  and  tlie  defendant 
answers  and  sets  up  title  in  him- 
self, in  the  premises  described  in 
the  complaint,  and  gives  an  under- 
taking by  which  the  action  is  dis- 
continued, and  the  plaintiff  there- 
upon commences  an  action  in  this 
court  by  the  service  of  the  com- 
plaint as  prepared  m  the  justice's 
court,  to  which  latter  complaint 
the  defendant  interposes  a  demur- 
rer, which  is  brought  to  trial  at  a 
special  term  and  overruled,  and 
judgment  rendered  for  the  plain- 
tiff, with  leave  to  defendant  to 
answer  in  twenty  da^s  on  pay- 
ment of  costs,  and  if  not  done 
plaintiff's  damages  to  be  assessed 
by  a  sheriff's  jury,  and  the  defend- 
ant being  in  default  for  not  an- 
swering and  paying  costs,  the 
sheriff^s  jury  thereupon  assess 
plaintiff's  damage  at  thirty  dollars. 
Heldy  that  the  plaintiff  Is  entitled 
to  costs,  and  not  the  defendant. 
(LockUn  agt.  Coder ^  ante^  48.) 

Execution — failure  of  constable  to 
indorse  levy  on,  not  fatal  to  levy. 
{See  Heavens  agt  Gordon^  6  Huriy 
178.) 

Contempt —  power  of  justice  of  the 
peace  to  treat  as  a  oontempt  the 
refusal  of  a  witness  to  answer 
questions,  and  to  commit  him 
therefor— 2  Revised  Statutes,  274, 
section  204.  {See  Rutherford  agt 
EolmeSy  5  Hun^  817.) 

Cross  appeals  from  judgment  of  — 
should  not  be  heard  separately  and 
separate  judgments  entered.  {See 
Jones  agt.  OweUy  6  Hun^  889.) 

Short  summons  — affidavit  —  when 
sufficient.  {See  Clark  agt.  WetUng- 
ton,,  5  Htin,  639.) 

Short  summons,  under  section  83 
non-imprisonment  act  —  what  affi- 
davit  required  —  when   affidavit 


sufficient    {See  Wende  agt.  Brad- 
ley, 5  Hun,  513.) 

On  appeal  from,  county  court  can- 
not strike  out  answer.  {See  Thomp- 
son agt.  Pine,  8  Hun,  647.) 


LACHES. 

1.  The  report  of  commissioners  ot 
estimate  and  assessment  in  street 
opening  cases  in  the  city  of  New 
York  will  not  be  set  aside  for 
fraud,  mistake  or  irregularity, 
whore  the  moving  party  has  been 
guilty  of  laches  in  making  the  ap- 
plication, and  the  public  have  been 
allowed,  for  considerable  time, 
to  act  upon  it  as  confirmed.  {Mat- 
ter of  Lexington  Avenue,  ante,  114.) 

In  repudiating  policy  of  insurance 
issued  by  company  not  applied  to 
for  insurance  by  insured.  {See 
Empire  State  Life  Ins,  Go.  agt 
Beckwith,  5  Hun,  122.) 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  Where  there  is  a  covenant  in  a 
lease  not  to  assign,  and  an  assign- 
ment is  made  of  the  whole  term  oy 
the  lessee,  if  the  landlord  desires  to 
take  advantage  of  the  breach  of  the 
covenant  he  must  re-enter.  (Heeter 
agt.  Eckstein,  ante,  445.) 

2.  If  the  landlord  accepts  rent  from 
the  assignee  of  the  lease,  the 
assignee  becomes  his  tenant,  and 
he  takes  the  leasehold  freed  from 
the  covenant  not  to  assign,  and  is 
only  liable  for  rent  for  the  time 
that  the  premises  remain  his.  (Id,) 

8.  There  is  a  great  difference  betwen 
a  breach  of  a  covenant  not  to  under- 
let and  not  to  assi^.  In  the  one 
case  the  lessee  still  remains  the 
owner  of  the  leasehold  premises, 
and  in  the  otlier  he  parts  with  his 
whole  interest  or  estate.    (Id.) 
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LIEN. 

1.  The  collectors'  bond  in  this  case 
was  filed  December  7,  1874.  One 
of  the  sureties  sought  to  be  charged 
in  this  action  on  the  bond,  for  the 
default  of  the  collector  in  not  pay- 
ing over  the  taxes  collected »  exe- 
cuted a  mortgage  to  his  brother 
on  the  30th  of  November,  1874,  to 
secure  the  sum  of  $15,000.  It  was 
signed,  sealed,  and  acknowledged 
by  the  mortgagor  and  delivered  to 
the  mortgagee  on  that  day,  but, 
owing  to  the  sickness  of  the  mort- 
gagors wife,  she  did  not  then  exe- 
cute the  mortgage,  and  the  mort- 
gagee laid  aside  the  mortgage  in 
his  safe  until  the  mortgagor's  wife 
should  be  able  to  execute  and  ac- 
knowledge it,  which  she  did  on  the 
15th  of  January,  1875,  and  on  that 
day  the  mortgagee  had  it  recorded 
in  the  county  clerk's  office.  ( Wilder 
agt.  Butierfield.anU,  385.) 

2.  The  question  arose  as  to  whether 
the  mortgage  which  was  delivered 
as  a  vahd  security  to  the  mort- 
gagee on  the  30th  November,  1874, 
or  the  collector's  bond,  filed  on  the 
7th  December,  1874,  took  priority 
as  a  lien.  Hdd^  that  the  mortgage 
took  precedence  as  a  prior  equita- 
ble lien.    (Id,) 

3.  It  must  be  regarded  as  settled  by 
authority  that  an  unregistered 
mortgage  creates  a  prior  uen  to  a 
Judgment,  and  a  collector's  bond 
filed  has  no  greater  lien  under  the 
statute  than  a  judgment   (Id,) 

4.  It  appeared  from  the  evidence 
that  there  was  advanced  on  the 
mortgage  by  the  mortgagee  to  the 
mortgagor  prior  to  the  7th  of  De- 
cember. 1874,  the  sum  of  |10,000. 
The  other  $5,000,  rested  in  parol 
agreement,  prior  to  January  15, 
1875.    (Id.) 

» 

5.  It  was  hdd^  that  the  equitable  lien 
of  the  mortgage  could  only  be  up- 
held to  the  extent  of  the  actual 
advances  made  ($10,000)  by  the 
mortgagee,  prior  to  the  filing  of 


the  collector's  bond,  and  that  the 
other  $5,000  attached  to  the  inter- 
est held  by  the  mortgagor  and 
surety  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of 
the  bond,  and  was  subsequent  to 
the  plaintiff's  lien.    (Id,) 

Of  judgment  on  vested  remainder  — 
power  of  sale.  (See  Ackeinnan  agt. 
Oorton,  6  Hun,  801.) 


LIFE  INSURANCE. 

1.  The  answers  made  by  a  person 
seeking  to  have  his  life  insured 
constitute  warranties,  and  must 
be  substantially  true,  or  the  policy 
will  be  void.  ( Wrwhi  agt.  Equitch 
Ue  Life  Insurance  Co.,  ante,  867.) 


LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS. 

1.  Where  service  continues  many 
years  without  an  a^eement  as  to 
term  or  compensation,  the  master 
paying  each  year  various  sums  of 
money  and  delivering  goods,  of 
which  he  keeps  an  account,  the 
presumption  is  that  the  payments 
apply  on  the  balance  unpaid  and 
not  upon  the  wages  of  any  par- 
ticular year ;  and  thus  the  entire 
balance  is  taken  out  of  the  opera- 
tion of  the  statute  of  limitations ; 
and  when  the  accounts  have  re- 
mained open  and  unliquidated, 
the  employe  is  not  limited  to  a  re- 
covery for  six  years'  service. 
(Smm  agt.  VeUe,  60  JV.  F.,  106.) 


MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION. 

1.  The  test,  whether  or  not  a  non- 
suit should  be  ^nted^  is,  whether 
the  evidence,  viewed  m  the  most 
favorable  light,  would  have  war- 
ranted the  jury  in  finding  a  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  If  it 
would,  then  the  nonsuit  should 
not  be  granted.  If  not,  it  should 
be  granted.  (Thompson  agt.  Lum- 
ley,  ante,  105.) 
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d.  In  an  action  for  malicious  probC- 
cution,  the  burden  of  proof,  show- 
ing a  want  of  probable  cause  for 
the  prosecution,  rests  with  the 
plaintiff.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances are  uncontradicted,  the 
question  whether  they  amount  to 
probable  cause  is  one  of  law, 
which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  determine.  But,  if  the  facts 
are  uncontradicted;  or  if  infer- 
ences or  deductions,  either  way, 
may  be  drawn  from  the  evidence; 
or  if  the  degree  of  credit  which 
is  to  be  given  to  the  witnesses  is 
to  be  determined,  the  question 
should  be  submitted  to  the  jury, 
with  proper  instructions  from  the 
court,  as  to  the  law,  with  refer- 
ence to  the  facts  which  they  majr 
be  authorized  to  find  from  the  evi- 
dence.   {Id.) 

4.  It  is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff, 
in  an  action  of  this  nature  to 
establish  malice.  In  general, 
malice  may  be  implied  or  inferred 
from  the  want  of  probable  cause; 
but,  where  the  evidence,  tending 
to  establish  the  want  of  probable 
cause  will  not  justify  the  jury  in 
making  such  an  inference,  it  must 
be  proved  by  direct  evidence.  {Id. ) 

When  action  for,  may  be  maintained 
by  one  who  has  sustained  damages 
by  an  injunction.  (See  Lawton 
agt  Oreen^  5  Hun^  157.) 

5.  In  an  action  for  malicious  prose- 
cution, it  is  not  necessary  to  allege 
or  prove  on  the  trial  that  the 
prosecution  has  terminated.  (Bebin- 
ger  agt  Bweet,  6  Hun,  478.) 


MANDAMUS. 

1.  The  keeper  of  the  state  capitol 
at  Albany  cannot  be  compelled  by 
mandamus  to  give  a  separate  cer- 
tificate to  an  employe  for  services 
in  cleaning  a  portion  of  the  capi- 
tol, where  he  has  given  a  general 
certificate  for  all  the  employes, 


the  applicant  included,  to  the  state 
treasurer,  under  the  act  of  1875, 
chapter  684,  page  801.  (PeopUex 
rel.  Ealpin  agt.  Hopey,  anUy  380.) 

2.  If,  according  to  usage,  the  keeper 
has  drawn  fVom  the  treasurer  the 
amount  certified  to  be  due  the  ap- 
plicant bv  the  production  of  the 
receipt  of  the  latter  in  bis  posses- 
sion, the  applicant  has  his  remedy 
against  him  in  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  a  bond  with  sureties,  given 
by  a  contractor  for  the  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  to  do  certain 
public  work  for  the  city  of  New 
York,  is  presented  to  the  comp- 
trolJer  of  the  city  for  his  approval 
and  he  refuses  to  do  so,  not  on  the 

f  round  that  the  sureties  are  insuf- 
cient  or  that  the  bond  is  not  in 
proper  form,  but  on  the  ground  of 
certain  obiections  to  the  assess- 
ments made  for  the  work  to  be 
done  under  the  contract,  a  peremp- 
tory mandamus  will  issue  to  com- 
pel him  to  pass  upon  the  sufficiency 
of  the  bond  and  the  sureties,  and 
either  approve  of  them  or  relect 
them  for  insufficiency.  {People  ex 
rel.  McKovm&gi.  Oreen^ante^SOO.) 

4.  It  is  essential  to  any  step  on  be- 
half of  a  person  charged  with 
felony,  after  iudictment  found, 
that  he  should  be  in  custody, 
either  actual  by  being  confined  m 
jail,  or  constructive  by  being  let 
to  bail.  An  escaped  prisoner  can 
take  no  action  before  the  court 
(People  agt  Oemi,  59  JV.  F.,  80.) 

5.  Accordingly  held,  that  an  appU- 
cation  for  a  mandamus  to  com- 
pel the  sealing  of  a  proposed  bill 
of  exceptions  in  a  case  where, 
after  trbil  for  a  felony,  of  which 
the  accused  was  found  guilty,  he 
had  escaped,  was  properly  denied. 
(Id.) 

MECHANIC'S  LIEN. 

1.  In  a  proceeding  in  the  supreme 
or  county  court  to  enforce  or  fore- 
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dose  a  mechanic's  lien  under  chap- 
ter 489  of  the  Laws  of  187»,  the 
provisions  of  the  Code  have  no 
am^ication  until  after  issue  joined. 
(KeUey  agt.  Rourke^  ante,  815.) 

2.  By  section  22  of  the  act,  the  lien 
created  by  the  notice  continues 
for  one  year  thereafter,  and  unless 
proceeding  are  commenced  with- 
m  that  time,  the  lien  ceases,  and 
as  the  statute  requires  the  service 
of  the  notice  and  bill  of  particulars, 
duly  verified,  upon  the  contractor, 
a  failure  to  serve  such  contractor 
within  the  year  vitiates  the  entire 
proceeding.    (Id.) 

3.  Leaving  the  process  with  the 
sheriff  of  the  countv  within  the 
year,  with  intent  to  have  the  same 
served  upon  the  contractor,  if  not 
served  within  the  year,  is  unavail- 
ing.   (Id.) 

4.  A  personal  judgment  cannot  be 
rendered  against  the  contractor, 
where  all  the  parties  defendant 
are  not  served  within  the  year. 

(Id.) 

5.  A  mechanic's  notice  of  lien  for 
work  done  or  materials  furnished 
for  structures  on  piers  and  bulk- 
heads in  the  city  of  New  York, 
must  be  filed  within  thirly  days 
from  the  time  when  the  work  is 
finished  or  materials  furnished,  as 

Provided  by  the  act  of  1872.    (Coi- 
ns agt.  Drevo,  ante,  477.) 

6.  In  an  action  brought  for  the  fore- 
closure of  a  lien,  the  defendant 
offered  to  prove  that  on  the  very 
day  the  lien  was  filed  the  contrac- 
tor became  unable  to  complete  the 
building  or  to  advance  the  neces- 
sary funds  to  purchase  materials 
therefor  and  to  pay  laborers  there- 
on, and  that  tne  defendant,  in 
oraer  to  complete  the  building, 
was  forced  to  and  did  purchase 
materials  therefor  and  pay  labor- 
ers thereon  to  an  amount  exceed- 
ing the  price  agreed  to  be  paid  in 
the  contract.  Meld,  that  the  evi- 
dence was  properly  rejected,  as 


the  offer  did  not  show  that  the  con- 
tract had  been  abandoned,  and  the 
sums  paid  must  be  considered  as 
pajrments  made  thereunder,  after 
the  lien  was  filed.  (McMillan  agt. 
Seneca  Lake  Qrape  dk  Wine  Co., 
6  Hun,  12.) 

7.  While  the  contract  remains  in 
force,  no  payment  made  to  the 
contractor,  after  notice  of  lien  has 
been  filed  by  a  sub-contractor,  can 
affect  the  lien  thereof.    (Id.) 

8.  The  operation  of  the  lien  law, 
when  a  notice  is  filed  by  a  sub- 
contractor, is  to  transfer  to  the 
lienor  the  contractor's  claim 
against  Uie  owner  pro  tanto,  and 
when  the  contract  provides  that 
the  contractor  shall  receive 
eighty  per  cent  of  the  value  of 
the  work  as  it  progresses,  and 
the  work  has  been  in  part  per- 
formed, it  is  incumbent  on  the 
owner,  in  an  action  by  the  lienor, 
to  show  that  such  eighty  per  cent 
was  paid  before  the  filing  of  the 
lien.    (Id.) 

9.  When  the  amount  of  a  claim  is 
specified  in  a  notice  of  lien,  the 
addition  thereto  of  the  words 
"  with  interest "  does  not  vitiate 
the  lien,  but  such  words  may  be 
treattd  as  surplusage.    (Id.) 

10.  This  action  was  brought  to  fore- 
close a  mechanic^  lien  filed  by  the 
plaintiff  for  materials  furnished 
by  him  to  the  defendant  Daley, 
Sr.,  in  pursuance  of  a  contract 
with  him.  After  the  filing  of  the 
notice,  plaintiff  learned  that  a  son 
of  Daley,  a  minor,  was  jointly  in- 
terested with  him  in  the  contract 
for  the  erection  of  the  house.  In 
the  notice  by  which  this  action 
was  commenced,  Daley,  Jr.,  was 
made  a  party,  plaintiff  alleging 
that  he  claimeid  to  have  some  in- 
terest in  the  fund,  but  that  in  fact 
he  had  no  title  or  interest  thereui. 
Daley,  Jr.,  did  not  answer.  Beld, 
that  it  was  error  for  the  court  to 
dismiss  the  proceeding,  on  the 
ground  that  the  notice  of  lien 
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named  Daley,  Sr.,  as  the  person 
against  whom  the  claim  was  made, 
while  in  fact  Daley,  Sr.,  and  Da- 
ley, Jr.,  were  the  contractors  and 
persons  bv  whom  the  materials 
were  used.  {Brown  agt  Weleh^  6 
Hun,  682.) 

11.  Hddy  farther,  that  it  was  compe- 
tent for  the  plaintifif  to  show  that 

Srior  to  the  filing  of  the  lien  the 
efendant  Welch,  the  owner  of 
the  property,  and  Daley.  Sr.,  had 
both  stated  to  him  that  Daley,  Sr., 
was  the  sole  contractor.    (Id.) 

12.  Chapter  489  of  1878  gives  a  lien 
to  persons  fumishinj^  materials 
used  in  the  erection  of  a  building, 
whenever  the  owner  of  the  land 
consents  to  the  erection  of  the 
building  upon  it ;  and  such  con- 
sent maj  be  proved  by  acts  and 
declarations,  as  well  as  by  direct 
evidence.  It  is  not  necesarv  that 
the  acts  of  the  lienor  shoula  have 
been  in  any  way  induced  by  the 
consent  of  the  owner  of  the  land. 
{NeUiB  agt.  BelUnger,  6  Hun,  560.) 

18.  Under  the  mechanics*  lien  law, 
chapter  489  of  1878,  it  is  not 
necessary  Uiat  every  person  fur- 
nishing materials  or  labor  to  a 
contractor  should  obtain  the  con- 
sent of  the  owner  of  the  by  tiding 
to  do  so.  It  is  enough  if  the 
owner,  knowing  that  labor  or 
materials  are  being  furnished  to 
the  contractor,  does  not  object  to 
it.  In  such  case  he  will  be  deemed 
to  consent  to  it,  and  that  is  all  that 
the  legislature  requires.  ( Wheeler 
agt.  Scofield,  6  Hun,  655.) 

14.  If  he  is  not  satisfied  that  a  par- 
ticular person  should  perform 
labor  or  provide  materials,  for 
any  reason,  he  can  object  to  it, 
and  thus  prevent  such  person 
from  ever  getting  a  lien  on  his 
property,    (id.) 

MISTAKE. 

1.  Where,  upon  an  attachment 
issued  against  one  member  of  a 


copartnership,  to  collect  a  firm 
debt,  a  bank  balance  of  the  firm 
is  levied  upon,  by  service  of  a  cer- 
tified copy  of  the  attachment,  and 
is  voluntarily  paid  over  to  the 
sheriff,  the  bank  is  chargeable  with 
notice  of  the  contents  of  the  at- 
tachment, and  cannot  recover  back 
the  amount  paid  as  for  moneys 
paid  by  mistake.  (Duncan  agt 
Berlin,  60  iV.  F.,  151.) 

2.  Where  one  knowing  what  lands 
were  intended  to  he  conveved 
purchases,  and,  through  a  similar 
mistake,  receives  a  conveyance 
fi'om  the  grantee  containing  the 
same  description,  and  claiming 
thereunder  brings  ejectment  to 
recover  possession  of  lands  not 
intended  to  be  conveyed  but  in- 
cluded by  the  mistake  in  the  de- 
scription* he  may  be  made  party  to 
an  action  for  the  reformation  of  the 
deeds,  and  may  be  restrained 
therein  from  prosecuting  the  eject- 
ment suit  (BU'Sh  agt  Hicka,  60  N. 
F.,298.) 

8.  In  an  action  of  ejectment  defend- 
ant can  set  up  as  a  defense,  that 
the  land  in  question  was  Intended 
to  be  conveyed  to  him  by  a  deed 
from  plaintiff,  but  by  a  mistake  in 
the  description  was  not  included. 
A  reformation  of  the  deed  is  not 
necessary,  but  the  same  facts 
which  will  entitle  defendant 
thereto  will  establish  his  equitable 
right  to  possession,  and  constitute 
a  defense  as  effectual  as  the  legal 
title  (Code,  see.  150).  (Hopp.ugh 
agt  mtMe,  60  K  F,  430.) 

4.  But  while  availing  himself  of  sudi 
equitable  defense,  defendant  can- 
not insist  upon  strict  technical 
rules.  He  is  not  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  correction  of  a  mis- 
take in  the  description  against 
him,  without  allowing  to  plaintiff 
a  similar  benefit  if  there  be  also 
a  mistake  to  his  disadvantage.  (Id) 

MISTRIAL. 

When  party,  who  consents  to  direc- 
tion of  verdict  by  court,  sobject 
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to  opinion  of  general  term,  cannot 
insist  that  there  has  been  amis- 
trial.  {See  Byrnes  agt.  OUy  of 
Cohoes,  5  Hun,  602.) 


MORTGAGE  FORECLOSURE. 

1.  The  defendant,  on  the  day  of  sale 
of  mortgaged  premises,  served  on 
the  referee  an  order  appointing  a 
day  for  the  hearing  of  a  motion 
which  defendant  desired  to  malice, 
and  also  staying  proceedings,  &c. 

Held,  that  the  intent  of  the  or- 
der was  to  stay  the  sale,  and  not 
to  prevent  the  adjournment  of  a 
sale,  and  that  the  adjournment 
made  by  the  referee  was  regular, 
and  was  a  satisfactory  compliance 
with  the  order.  (Steams  agt.  WeUh, 
ante,  186.) 

2.  A  subsequent  purchaser  from  the 
original  mntee  of  an  undivided 
portion  or  the  premises,  not  hav- 
ing assumed  payment  of  any  por- 
tion of  the  mortgage  given  by  the 
grantee,  cannot  compel  the  mort- 
gagee, whose  mortgage  covers  the 
whole  premises,  to  sell  them  on 
foreclosure  of  the  mortgage,  in  the 
inverse  order  of  alienation.  (Cash- 
man  agt.  Martin,  ante,  837.) 

I.  This  rule  has  no  application  to  a 
mere  undivided  interest  in  the 
premises,  and  will  not  be  applied 
wiiere  the  court  can  see  that  its 
enforcement  might  prejudice  the 
mortgagee  in  the  collection  of  his 
debt.  The  mortgagee's  equity  is 
superior  to  that  of  the  purchajser. 
(IcL) 


MOTION. 

1,  In  making  a  motion  to  set  aside  a 
verdict  on  the  ground  of  improper 
detention  of  the  jury  by  the  court, 
after  they  had  retir^  to  deliberate 
upon  their  verdict,  it  is  commend- 
able in  counsel  to  make  the  motion 
before  the  same  judge  who  tried 
the  cause.    The  affidavits  of  the 


iurors  upon  such  a  motion  cannot 
be  used.  (Erwin  agt.  Hamilton, 
ante,  82.) 

2.  A  motion  once  denied  cannot  be 
renewed  as  a  matter  of  right, 
except  upon  a  different  state  of 
facts  arising  subsequent  to  the  de- 
cision of  the  former  motion. 
(Bank  of  Havana  agt.  Moore,  5 
Hun,  624.) 

Motions  in  arrest  of  judgment  are 
sustained  because  of  defects  in 
the  record,  and  not  because  of 
defects  in  the  evidence.  (Jacob* 
owsky  agt  People,  6  Hun,  524.) 

Costs  of  —  when  imposed  on  attor- 
ney. (See  Eisner  agt.  HamU,  6 
Hun,  284.) 

For  new  trial  —  necessary  before 
appeal  lies  to  the  general  term 
from  a  judgment  of  the  county 
court  in  an  action  originating  in 
a  justice's  court  (See  TaUman 
agt.  American  Express  Co.,  6  Hun, 
877.) 


MOTIONS  AND  ORDERS. 

1.  A  motion  for  reargument  will 
not  be  entertained,  unless  founded 
on  papers  clearly  showing  either 
that  some  question  decisive  of  the 
case  and  duly  submitted  by  coun- 
sel, has  been  overlooked  by  the 
court,  or  that  the  decision  is  in 
conflict  with  an  express  statute 
or  a  controlling  decision  over- 
looked by  the  court,  or  to  which 
its  attention  was  not  drawn, 
through  the  neglect  or  inadver- 
tence of  counsel.  (3f.  Nat,  Bk. 
agt  Nat.  C.  Bk.,  69  K.  T.,  67.) 

2.  Where  compulsory  proceedings 
have  been  instituted  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(2  R.  S.,  462,  et  seg.),  for  the  dis- 
solution of  an  insolvent  corpora- 
tion, and  the  distribution  of  its 
assets  among  its  creditors,  and 
a   receiver  has   been   appointed 
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therein,  the  right  of  any  person 
claiming  to  be  a  creditor  of  the 
corporation  to  share  in  the  dis- 
tribution of  •  its  effects,  in  the 
hands  of  the  receiver,  is  to  be 
determined  upon  application  to 
the  court  in  sucli  action  or  pro- 
ceedings, and  in  the  district  in 
which  the  receiver  was  appointed. 
(Binn  agt.  A.  K  Ins.  Co.,  59  iV.  F., 
143.) 

8.  Accordingly  hdd^  where  under 
the  said  statutory  provisions,  an 
action  had  been  commenced 
against  defendant,  and  a  receiver 
appointed  in  the  first  district,  and 
plaintiff,  having  recovered  a  judg- 
ment in  the  seventh  district,  moved 
therein,  at  a  special  term  in  said 
district,  to  compel  the  receiver  to 
pay  it  or  its  proper  proportion  out 
of  the  assets  in  his  nands,  that  an 
order  granting  the  application  was 
error.    {Id.) 

4.  The  summons  in  an  action  forms 
no  part  of  the  pleadins^  and  cannot 
be  resorted  to,  to  aid  in  the  inter- 
pretation thereof.  If  the  com- 
plaint does  not  follow  the  sum- 
mons, the  remedy  of  the  party  is 
by  motion.  {Graves  agt  Waite, 
59  Hr.  7.   156.) 

5.  The  rule  that  a  party  cannot 
appeal  from  one  Judge  to  another 
of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction  by 
motion  for  relief  from  an  order 
or  judgment  against  him,  does  not 
apply  where  the  court  was  with- 
out jurisdiction  and  the  order  or 
judgment  void.  He  is  not  bound 
to  appeal  from  a  void  order  or 
judgment,  but  may  resist  it  and 
assert  its  invalidity  at  all  times 
(Grovbr  and  Folobr,  J7.,  dis- 
serUing).  {Kan^&gt  Kamp^  59  N. 
F.,  212.) 

0.  Upon  motion  for  leave  to  make 
a  supplemental  answer  under  sec- 
tion 177  of  the  Code,  the  court 
has  the  same  discretion  as  a  court 
under  the  former  practice  had 
upon  a  motion  to  strike  a  plea, 
puis  da/rrien^  from  the  file  of  the 


court   {Holyoks  agt  Adorns^  59  N, 
F.,238.) 

7.  The  court  must  grant  leave  unless 
the  facts  disclosed  show  a  case 
calling  for  the  exercise  of  this  dis- 
cretion.   (Id.) 

8.  Leave  may  be  denied,  although 
the  defense  sought  to  be  interposed 
be  strictly  legal  where,  in  the 
judgment  of  tlie  court,  laches  or 
fraud  is  shown,  or  it  appears  that 
injustice  will  be  wrought  by  allow- 
ing such  defense.    (7a.) 

9.  Where  the  facts  disclosed  are 
sufficient  to  call  into  exercise  the 
discretionary  power  of  the  court, 
its  determination  cannot  be  re- 
viewed here.    (Id.) 

10.  In  an  action  wherein  an  attach- 
ment had  been  issued  and  levied 
upon  property  of  defendants, 
which  had  been  released  by  the 
giving  of  an  undertaking  with 
sureties,  defendants  moved  for 
leave  to  file  a  supplemental  answer 
setting  up  their  discharge  in  bank- 
ruptcy in  proceedings  commenced 
more  than  four  months  after  such 
levy  and  release.  Held^  that  a 
strong  case  of  injustice  in  allowing 
the  defense  was'  shown,  as  if  re- 
ceived it  mieht  deprive  plaintiff  of 
a  proper  advantage  lawfully  ob- 
tained ;  and  that  an  order  denying 
the  application  was  not  review- 
able.   (Id.) 

11.  Where  material  questions  of 
fact  arise,  in  reference  to  which 
the  evidence  is  oonflictine,  a  party 
seeking  relief  should  be  left  to  an 
action,  providing  it  can  be  ob- 
tained in  that  form,  rather  than  to 
determine  the  question  upon  mo- 
tion and  upon  ex  parte  affidavits. 
ma  agt.  Hermans,  59  N.  F,  896.) 

12.  Under  the  act  of  1854  («a;.  5,  chap. 
282,  Lam  of  1854)  amending  the 
eeneral  railroad  act  (<^p.  140, 
Laws  €f  1850),  the  supreme  court 
has  power  to  make  an  order,  or  to 
issue  process  to  put  a  railroad  com- 
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pany  into  possession  of  lands  ac- 
quired by  proceedings  under  the 
general  act  (In  re  N.  Y.  0,  d 
H.RB,RCk>.,eO  N.  F.,  116.) 

18.  An  order  of  confirmation  of  the 
report  of  the  commissioners  of 
appraisal  is  not  repugnant  to  the 
constitutional  provision  prohibit- 
ing the  taking  of  private  property 
for  public  use  without  just  com- 
pensation {Const. y  art.  1,  sec.  6),  be- 
cause instead  of  directing  the 
compensation  for  the  land  to  be 
paid  to  the  party  claiming  to  be 
the  owner,  it  directs  the  deposit 
thereof  in  bank,  subject  to  the 
order  of  the  court  The  money, 
when  deposited,  becomes,  in  law. 
the  property  of  the  party  eotitled 
to  it,  and  the  intervention  of  the 
court  may  be  necessary  for  the 
settlement  of  conflicting  claims  or 
for  the  adjustment  of  liens.    (Id.) 

14.  Whether  the  order  directs  the 
money  to  be  drawn  out  on  an  ea; 
parte  application,  or  upon  motion, 
does  not  affect  its  validity.  (Id) 


MUNICIPAL    CORPORATIONS. 

1.  The  city  of  Bufiklo  is  empowered 
by  its  charter  (sec.  1,  tit.  8)  "to 
take  lands  for  public  buildings,  for 
parks,  public  grounds,  squares, 
streets,  alleys,  fountains,  canals, 
slips  and  other  public  waters;  ana 
for  any  other  corporate  purpose 
or  object."  This  power  .as  to  the 
lands  to  be  taken  is  without  limit- 
ation. It  is,  in  terms,  sufficiently 
comprehensive  to  embrace  any 
and  all  lands  within  the  city.  (Mat- 
ter of  Main  <k  Hamburgh  at.  Oanal^ 
ante,  70.) 

9.  It  is  well  settled  that  the  legisla- 
ture, in  the  exercise  of  the  right 
of  eminent  domain,  may  appro- 
priate or  authorize  the  appropria- 
tion, upon  payment  of  a  full 
equivalent,  of  any  lands,  property 
or  rights,  although  they  may  have 
been  already  taken  and  are  held 


for  another  public  use  of  a  differ- 
ent nature.    (Id.) 

8.  The  charter  of  the  city  of  Buffalo 
does  not  grant  the  power,  in  ex- 
press terms,  to  take  the  lands  of  a 
railrofkd  company  or  any  other 
property  already  appropriated  to 
public  use.    (Id.) 

4.  But  in  laying  out,  constructing  or 
improving  a  street,  canal  or  sewer, 
or  laying  down  gas  or  water  pipes, 
or  for  any  other  corporate  pur- 
pose, the  city  finds  it  necessary  to 
enter  upon  and  take  some  part  of 
the  lana  or  property  of  a  railroad 
company,  it  is  by  necessary  impli- 
cation clothed  with  the  requisite 
power  to  accomplish  the  purpose. 
(Id.) 


NEGLIGENCE. 

1.  €k>nzales,  the  deceased,  resided  at 
West  Mount  Vernon,  N.  Y.,  on 
the  west  side  of  New  York  & 
Harlem  Railroad  track.  He  took 
passage  on  said  railroad  cars  at 
New  York,  for  his  home,  and  ar- 
rived there  in  the  afternoon  of  the 
same  day.  The  train,  in  which  he 
took  passage,  going  north,  runs 
on  the  easterly  track  of  the  road; 
there  are  other  tracks  laying  west 
of  it.  Gonzales,  as  the  train  stop- 
ped, instead  of  getting  out  on  the 
east  side  and  avoidmg  any  other 
track,  chose  to  get  out  on  the  west 
side,  and,  before  getting  across  the 
track,  was  hit  by  a  down  express 
train,  going  at  full  speed  and  mak- 
ing a  great  noise,  and  killed.  (Oon- 
zates  agt  N.  Y.  &  UarlemB.  B.  Co.^ 
ante,  126.) 

2.  The  evidence  disclosed  that  Gon- 
zales^ vision  was  imperfect, « but 
that  he  could  see  from  ninety  to 
one  hundred  feet;  his  heanng, 
however,  was  perfect.  A  witness 
testified  that  he  stood  on  the  plat- 
form of  a  smoking  car  next  to  the 
one  at  which  Gonzales  got  out, 
and,  as  the  latter  was   stepping 
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down,  the  witness  remarked  that 
that  was  a  dangerous  place  to  get 
oflf.    {Id.) 

8.  Assuming,  as  the  court  did,  that 
there  was  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  the  negligence 
of  the  deceased  was  so  palpable 
that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
the  direction  of  a  yerdict    {Id.) 

NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  When  the  alleged  new  evidence 
is  of  the  same  character  as  that 
offered  upon  the  former  trial  it  is 
eumtUaiiw ;  but  when  it  tends  to 
prove  a  new  fact  bearing  upon  the 
issue  made  by  the  pleadings  it  is 
not.  It  must,  of  course,  be  im- 
portant in  its  bearing  upon  the 
question  in  dispute,  otherwise  the 
new  trial  should  not  be  granted. 
(Cole  agt  Cole,  ante,  59.) 

2.  It  must  also  appear  that  by  no 
diligence  which  could  be  required 
of  a  party  could  the  new  evidence 
have  been  discovered  previous  to 
the  former  trial.    (Id.) 

8.  If  it  api>ear8  that  the  proposed 
evidence  is  of  a  highly  important 
character  and  bears  directly  upon 
the  very  issue  in  the  cause,  not- 
withstandtn|;  a  new  trial  will  not 
be  granted  if  such  evidence  is  to 
be  given  by  a  witness  not  entitled 
to  credit,  or  is  not  so  supported  by 
other  facts  and  circumstances  as 
would  justify  a  jurjr  in  believing 
the  story  of  the  principal  depo- 
nent 

Heldy  that  no  rule  of  law  and  no 
>rinciple  of  judicial  fitimess  would 
Justify  the  court  in  overtuminc  a 
verdict  fully  sustained  by  credible 
testimony  in  order  to  submit  to 
another  jury  the  question  whether 
they  would  not  believe  what  must, 
on  a  trial,  be  the  unsustained  evi- 
dence of  a  professional  forger  of 
over  twenty  years*  standing,  than 
that  of  reputable  witnesses.    {Id.) 

m 

4.  Where  a  person  having  been  in 
state's  prison  for  a  crime  has  been 


Ju 


restored  to  his  rights  as  a  citizen 
in  this  state  by  the  act  of  the  chief 
executive  thereof,  his  conviction 
in  another  state  would  not,  proba- 
bly, render  his  evidence  here  inad- 
missible.   {Id.) 

5.  Section  265  of  the  Code,  requiring 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  a 
case  and  exceptions  before  judg- 
ment, to  be  first  made  at  the  special 
term,  contemplates  a  real,  and  not 
a  mere  f  ormsQ  review  of  such  case 
and  exceptions  at  the  special  term. 
The  denial  of  such  a  motion  at 
special  term,  pro  forma,  in  order 
to  idlow  an  appeal  to  be  taken,  is 
error.  {Cook  agt  AOen,  6  Bun, 
661.) 

6.  Where  the  court  grants  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  that  the  ver- 
dict is  against  the  evidence,  it  can 
only  be  ordered  on  the  payment 
of  costs.  {BaHey  agt  Ark,  5 
Hun,  41.) 

7.  In  this  case,  the  death  of  defend- 
ant having  made  incompetent  the 
only  evidence  plaintiff  had  to  es- 
tablish his  case,  the  proper  judg- 
ment was  ordered  by  the  general 
term,  instead  of  a  new  trial  being 
ordered.  {Baker  agt.  Lefier,  5  Hun, 
114.) 

General  term  has  power  to  pass  upon 
weight  of  conflicting  evidence  on 
trial  at  special  term,  and  to  grant 
new  trial  if  result  Is  not  in  accord- 
ance with  the  truth.  {8ee  Pwrwiu 
agt  Brvion,  5  Hun,  112.) 

When  decree  for  maintenance 
should  be  reviewed  by  motion  for, 
instead  of  by  appeal.  {See  DougUu 
agt  Douglas,  5  Hun,  140.) 


When  not  granted  for  Impro; 
mission  of  evidence.    ( 
agt  Austin,  5  Hun,  666.) 


ad- 
neti 


When  a  new  trial  granted  because 
of  the  admission  of  incompetent 
evidence,  although  the  evidence, 
after  rejecting  that  found  to  be 
incompetent,  is  sufficient  to  sos- 
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tarn  the  judgment.     {See  EatoeU 
agt.  Van  Sickn^  6  Uun^  115.) 

Motion  fur,  necessary  before  appeal 
lies  to  the  general  term  from  a 
judgment  of  the  coun^  court 
in  an  action  originating  in  a  jus- 
tice's court.  {See  Twman  agt. 
Ammican  Express  Co.^  6  Hun^  877.) 

6.  Where  hi  an  action  tried  by  a 
jury  a  motion  is  made  for  a  new 
trial  on  a  case,  or  the  judge's 
minutes,,  and  from  the  order 
thereon  an  appeal  is  taken  to  the 
general  tenn,  so  that  the  ques- 
tions of  fact  are  there  presented, 
as  well  as  questions  of  law,  if 
there  is  any  conflict  in  the  evi- 
dence, an  order  of  the  general 
term  granting  a  new  trial  will  not 
be  reviewed  here,  unless  it  states 
that  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  on 
the  evidence  was  denied,  and  tbus 
shows  on  the  record  that  it  was 
granted  on  the  exceptions  only. 
{Courtney  agt.  Baker,  60  ^.  F.,  1.) 

9.  It  seemSy  that  where  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial  is  made  on  the  minutes, 
at  a  term  subsequent  to  that  at 
which  the  trial  was  had,  the  court 
has  jurisdiction,  and  only  a  ques- 
tion of  regularity  is  presented. 
{Id.) 

10.  If  both  parties  proceed  to  argu- 
ment on  the  minutes  without 
making  and  settling  a  case,  and  no 
objection  is  made  on  that  ground, 
the  Question  of  regularity  is 
waived.    {Id,) 


NEWS. 

1.  News  is  property.  Its  transmis- 
sion to  subscribers  over  telegraphic 
printing  instruments  is  not  a  gen- 
eral publication.  {Kiernan  aft. 
MwnhoUicm  Quotation  Telegraph  Q?., 
ante,  194) 

NE  EXEAT. 

1.  The  plaintiff  and  defendant  were 
appointed,  and  duly  qualified  as 


executors  of  J.  H.  Akin,  deceased, 
to  whom  the  defendant  was,  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  indebted 
for  goodfi  sold  and  money  bor- 
rowed. Subsequently  the  defend^ 
ant  was  removed  by  the  surrogate, 
and  this  action  was  brought  by 
the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  amount 
due  to  tbe  estate.  Meld,  that  the 
action  was  not  one  in  which  a 
writ  of  ne  exeat  could  be  issued. 
{Brownell  agt  Aiken,  6  Hun,  378.) 


NONSUIT. 

1.  The  test,  whether  or  not  a  non- 
suit should  be  panted,  is,  whether 
the  evidence,  viewed  in  the  most 
favorable  light,  would  have  war- 
ranted the  jury  in  finding;  a  verdict 
in  favor  of  the  plamtifl".  If  it 
would,  then  the  nonsuit  should 
not  be  granted.  If  not,  it  should 
be  granted.  {Thompson  agt.  Xwm- 
lej/,  ante,  105.)  , 

2.  In  an  action  for  malicious  prose- 
cution, the  burden  of  proof,  show- 
ing a  want  of  probable  cause  for 
the  prosecution,  rests  with  the 
plaintiff.    {Id.) 

* 

8.  Where  the  facts  and  circumstances 
are  imcontradicted,  the  question 
whether  they  amount  to  probable 
cause  is  one  of  law,  which  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  determine. 
Bnt,  if  the  facts  are  contradicted; 
or  if  inferences  or  deductions, 
either  way,  mav  be  drawn  from  the 
evidence ;  or  if  the  degree  of  credit 
which  is  to  be  given  to  the  wit- 
nesses is  to  be  determined,  the 
question  should  be  submitted  to  the 
jury,  with  proper  instructions  from 
the  court,  as  to  the  law,  with  refer- 
ence to  the  facts  which  they  mav 
be  authorized  to  find  from  the  evi- 
dence.   {Id.) 

4  It  is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff, 
in  an  action  of  this  nature,  to  es- 
tablish malice.  In  general,  malice 
may  be  implied  or  inferred  from 
the  want  of  probable  cause ;  but, 
where  the  evidence,  tending  to  es- 
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tabliah  the  want  of  probable  cause 
will  not  justify  the  juiy  in  making 
such  an  inference,  it  must  be 
proved  by  direct  evidence.    {Id) 


NOTICE. 

1.  Where  a  decree  in  a  partition  suit 
awards  costs,  a  notice  of  judgment 
served  prior  to  the  taxation  aiid 
entry  of  the  costs  does  not  limit 
the  time  for  appeal.  ( Thurber  agt 
Chamberi,  60  iV.  F.,  29.) 

d.  One  who  enters  upon  lands  by 
permisfdon  of  the  owner,  without 
any  term  being  prescribed  or  rent 

•  reserved,  is  a  tenant  at  will,  and  as 
such  is  entitled  to  the  one  month's 
notice  to  quit  prescribed  by  the 
statute  (1  B.  8.,  745,  sec.  7),  for  the 
termination  of  such  a  tenancy. 
(Lanwd  agt  Hudson^  60  N,  F., 
102.)  * 


8.  In  an  action  of  ejectment  defend- 
ant testified,  in  substance,  that  he 
entered  under  an  agreement  with 
the  then  owner,  that  he  mieht  move 
a  building  upon  the  landand' oc- 
cupy it  such  time  as  he  wished,  or 
until  he  should  purchase  or  build 
a  house  of  his  own,  and  then 
should  leave  the  building  for  the 
use  of  the  lot  No  notice  to  quit 
was  served.  The  court  directed  a 
verdict  for  pluntiff.  Hdd^  error; 
that  if  the  agreement  was  as  thus 
testified  to,  defendant  was  a  tenant 
at  will  and  entitled  to  notice.    (Id.) 

4.  Notice  of  an  order  ^ven  before 
the  entry  thereof,  is  meffectual  to 
limit  the  time  for  appeal  (CodSy 
see.  827).  No  appeal  can  be  taken 
until  such  entiy,  as  notice  of  ap- 
peal must  be  served  upon  the  clerk 
with  whom  it  is  entered,  and  the 
party  desiring  to  limit  the  time  for 
appeal  should  notifv  the  opposite 
piuty  with  what  clerk  it  is  entered. 
{In  re  N.  7.  a  db  H.  R,  R.  R 
Co.,  112.) 


OFFER  OF  JUDGMENT. 

1.  An  issue  of  fact  having  been 
joined  in  this  action,  and  the  case 
duly  noticed  for  trial  for  a  mrcuit 
commencing  June  fourteenth,  the 
defendant,  on  the  ninth  of  June, 
served  upon  plaintiff's  attorney 
an  offer  of  judgment  and  a  notice 
of  withdrawal  of  answer.  On 
tlie  fifteenth  of  June  plaintiff  took 
an  inquest  and  entered  judgment 
for  the  amount  claimed,  with 
costs.  MM  (1),  that  .the  notice 
served  by  defendant  must  be 
treated  as  equivalent  to  an  offer 
of  jud^ent  under  section  885  of 
the  CcNde;  (2),  that  as  the  ten  days 
within  which  the  Code  required 
the  plaintiff  to  accept  or  r^ect 
the  offer  had  not  elapsed  when  the 
action  was  tried,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  fee  allowed  for  the 
trial  of  an  issue  of  fact  (Bawiey 
agt  Dane,  5  Bun,  6^.) 


OFFICE. 

Appointment  to,  need  not  be  in 
writing  —  commissioners  of  excise 
may  be  appointed  by  parol.  (See 
People  ex  rei.  Babeock  agt  Murray^ 
5  Hun,  42.) 


OFFICE  AND  OFFICER 

1.  R  seems,  that  the  removal  from 
office  of  a  public  officer  holding 
by  appointment  and  subject  to  re- 
moval by  the  appointing  power,  is 
complete  so  far  as  his  rights  are 
concerned  by  the  appointment  of 
a  successor,  without  the  formal 
service  upon  him  of  a  supersedeas 
or  notice  of  removal.  {HoUey  agt 
Jfoyor,59 -y.  r.,166.) 


OFFICER  DE  FACTO. 

1.  While  it  is  perfectly  well  settled 
that  the  acts  of  an  officer  de  facto 
are  valid  as  to  third  persons,  it  is 
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equally  well  settled  that  where 
one  claims  by  action  an  office  or 
Its  incidents,  he  can  onlv  recover 
upon  proof  of  title.  Where  one 
seeks  to  establish,  bj  quo  war- 
rantOy  his  title  to  the  office  of 
clerk  of  one  of  the  district  conrts 
of  the  city  of  New  York  by  virtue 
of  an  appointment  from  the  jus- 
tice thereof,  )^e  must  prove  that 
the  person  by  whom  the  appoint- 
ment was  made  was  lawfully  en- 
titled to  the  office  of  said  justice. 
The  fact  that  it  was  made  by  one 
who  claimed  to  be,  and  was  then 
acting  as  such  justice,  but  who 
has  subsequently  been  ousted 
therefrom,  is  not  sufficient  In 
such  an  action  the  judgment  in 
the  action  in  which  the  person 
by  whom  the  relator  was  ap- 
pointed was  ousted,  is  admissible 
in  evidence.  It  cannot  be  regarded 
as  res  inter  alios  aota,  (Pimple  ex 
rel,  Steinert  agt  Anthony ^  6  Hun^ 
143.) 

OFFICERS. 

Clerks  of  district  courts  in  New 
York  city,  not  local  officers  wiUiin 
meaning  of  section  97,  chapter 
385,  1878.  (See  WTUtmore  agt. 
MayoTy  5  Hun^  195.) 


ORDER 

1.  Where,  after  an  order  has  been 
made  denying  a  motion,  leave  to 
renew  the  motion  upon  additional 
facts  is  granted,  the  first  order  is 
no  longer  appealable.  The  order 
made  upon  the  renewed  motion  is 
to  be  treated  as  the  final  order  of 
the  court,  and  is  alone  appealable. 
(Bobbina  agt  JPhrris, 5  ffuny  286.) 

Directing  compromise  of  clahns  by 
assignees  for  creditors  —  when 
does  not  protect  assignee  in  mak- 
ing compromise — notice  of  appli- 
cation for.  (SBe  Anonymous  igL 
CMpckey  5  Huuy  245.) 

Striking  oat  answer — appeal  from, 
does  not  lie  after  entry  of  judg- 


ment upon.  (See  Parker  t^,W(wrihy 
5  J7m,  417.) 

Made  in  one  district  staying  pro- 
ceedings in  an  action  in  another 
—  effect  of  —  when  not  vacated. 
(See  National  Bank ofFMEdtoard 
agt  GoodwiThy  6  Eufiy  481.) 


ORDER  OF  ARREST. 

1.  Where  the  papers  upon  which  an 
order  of  arrest  is  granted  are  per- 
fect, the  fact  that  the  copies 
which  are  served  upon  the  defend- 
ant are  defective,  is  not  a  ground 
for  setting  aside  the  order.  (Bank 
of  Havana  agt  Moore^  5  Hun^  624.) 

Defendants  in  action  to  recover 
damages  caused  bv  conspiracy  to 
obtain  title  to  real  estate,  may  be 
held  to  bail.  (See  Bruce  agt  J&%, 
5  Huny  229.) 


OYER  AND  TERMINER. 

1.  Where  a  special  term  of  the  court 
of  over  and  terminer  is  appointed 
by  the  governor,  in  pursuance  of 
section  14,  chapter  408  of  1870, 
the  names  of  the  jurors  must  be 
drawn  fourteen  days  before  the 
holding  of  the  court,  and  a  chal- 
lenge to  the  array  for  a  failure  to 
do  so,  is  proper,  and  should  be 
sustained.  (Fiwed  agt  People^  5 
-Htm,  169.) 

The  sheri^,  in  his  choice  of  persons 
to  attend  upon  the  court  of  oyer 
and  terminer,  is  not  confined  to 
constables  and  marshals,  but  may 
summon  any  competent  and  re- 
liable person  to  act  as  attendant 
for  the  time  being.  (Day  agt. 
Jfay<n-,  6  Hufiy  92.) 

Indictment  removed  from  eeneral 
sessions  to—- when  objection  to 
removal  waived.  (See  Thompaon 
agt.  PwpUy  6  fiun,  185.) 
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Transfer  of  cases  from  general  ses- 
sions. {See  Ddan  agt  Peopky  6 
Bun,  498.) 

PARTIES. 

See  Demurrer  to  Complaint. 
Earle  agt.  Seott,  arUe,  506. 

1.  A  mbpcma  ducee  tecum  may  be  re- 
sorted to  on  the  examination  of  any 
person  as  a  witness,  whether  a  party 
or  not,  and  whether  he  be  examined 
at  the  trial,  or  previously.  {Smith 
agt  MeDonaldf  ante,  519.) 

2.  3\A^9vbp<Bna  duces  tecum  mhjVLOi 
be  used  as  a  means  of  obtaining  a 
discovery,  and  the  party  calling  for 
the  production  of  books  and  papers 
on  the  preliminary  examination  of 
a  party,  or  other  witness,  before 
trial,  will  be  required  to  pursue  the 
examination  with  respect  to  their 
contents,  in  the  same  manner  and 
subject  to  the  same  rules  as  if  the 
trial  were  actually  proceeding  in 
court    {Id.) 

8.  There  is  no  discrepancy  between 
sections  890  and  891  of  the  Code, 

§roviding  for  the  examination  of  a 
efendant  as  a  witness  before  trial, 
and  section  888,  under  which,  in 
certain  cases,  an  inspection  and 
copy  of  books  and  papers  may  be 
obtained.    {Id.) 

4.  All  the  parties  entitled  to  shares 
in  one  debt  are  properly  joined  as 

Earties  plaintiff  m  an  action 
rought  for  its  recovery.  {Brett 
agt.  First  Unic&rsaUst  Society ,  5 
Sun,  149.) 

5.  Money  fraudulently  taken  from 
the  county  of  New  York,  the 
claim  for  the  recovery  of  which 
has  been  by  legislative  enactment 
vested  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
may  be  recovered  in  an  action 
brought  by  The  People,  pursuant 
to  chapter  49  of  the  law  of  1875. 
(People  agt  Tu>eed,  5  Hun,  882.) 

6.  It  appeared  that  the  defendant 
and  other  persons  had  confeder- 


ated together  to  fraudulently 
obtain  and  divide  amon^  them- 
selves a  lar^  amount  of  public 
moneys.  Held,  that  the  law  im- 
posed upon  the  defendant,  indi- 
vidually, a  liability  coextensive 
with  the  money  wrongfully  ab- 
stracted, although  a  portion  of  it 
may  have  been  received  by  other 
peraons  acting  wilh  him.  In  such 
case  each  wrong-doer  may  be  pro- 
ceeded against  by  seizure  of  his 
property  and  arrest  of  his  person, 
until  actual  satisfaction  of  the  de- 
mand is  secured,  or  a  joint  action 
may  be  brought  against  all.    (Id,) 

7.  Where,  upon  the  trial  of  an  action 
brought  by  two  plaintiffis  to  re- 
cover for  the  conversion  of  a  team 
of  oxen,  it  appeared  that  each  of 
the  plaintiffs  owned  one  of  the 
oxen,  hM,  that  a  motion  for  a  non- 
suit of  both  of  the  plaintiffs,  on 
the  ground  that  they  had  brought 
a  joint  action  and  shown  a  several 
interest,  was  properly  denied. 
(FuUer  agt  FuUer,  5  Hun,  595.) 

When  city  may  be  made  a  party  in 
action  to  restrain  illegal  acts  of 
municipal  officers,  when  officers 
do  not  constitute  body  corporate. 
(See  Lutes  agt.  Brings,  5  Hun,  67.) 

Corporation  —  action  by,  to  recover 
f  uftds  of,  paid  by  directors  in  set- 
tlement of  their  individual  liabili- 
ties—  when  want  of  privity  no 
defense.  (See  Erie  Baihoay  Co* 
agt.  VandtrbOt,  5  Hun,  128.) 

When  cestui  que  trust  may  bring  ac- 
tion in  his  own  name  for  protec- 
tion of  his  interests  against  mal- 
feasance of  trustees.  JSeeWee^ 
agt  Vibbard,  5  Hun,  265.) 

Personal  representatives  of  deceased 
defendant  in  action  on  contract 
against  defendants  jointly  liable. 
(Se  Idvermare  agt  BushneU,  5 
Hun,  285.) 

In  action  of  ejectment  for  breach  of 
condition  subsequent    (See  Cook 
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agt.  Wardens  of  Si,  PauCs  Church, 
5  Eun,  293.) 

Action  to  restrain  officer  of  corpo- 
ration from  acting  as  such — by 
whom  must  be  brought.  (See 
People  ex  rd.  Floyd  agt.  Oonklin, 

5  Hun,  452.) 

Who  may  bring  action  under  civil 
damage  act  —  who  m^  be  joined 
as  defendants.  (See  Jackson  agt. 
BrookiTiSy  5  Hun,  680.) 

When  agent  entitled  to  sne  in  his 
own  name  for  price  of  goods  sold. 
(See  Davis  agt  Beyndds,  5  Hun, 
651.) 

Necessary  to  suit  for  construction 
of  will.    (See  Moore  agt.  Hegeman, 

6  5wn,290.) 

8.  One  showing  no  other  right  than 
as  a  tax-payer,  cannot  maintain  an 
action  in  equity  against  the  official 
custodian  of  the  proceeds  of  a  tax, 
to  restrain  their  application  to  the 
purposes  for  which  the  tax  was 
raised  (Church,  Gh,  J".,  and  Rap- 
ALLO,  J.,  'dissenting).  (KUboume 
agt  St.  John,  59  K  F.,  21.) 

9.  The  provisions  of  section  899  of 
the  Code,  prohibiting  a  party,  in 
certain  cases,  from  testifying  to  a 
X^ersonal  transaction  or  communi- 

.  cation  between  him  and  a  deceased 
person,  does  not  preclude  a  party 
from  testifying  to  statements  made 
by  a  deceased  person  to  a  third 
party  ;  and  this  is  so,  although  the 
witness  participated  in  the  conver- 
sation, so  long  as  his  testimony  is 
limited  to  what  was  not  personal 
between  him  and  the  deceased; 
nor  does  the  fact  that  the  third 
person  was  the  counsel  of  the  de- 
ceased affect  the  legality  of  the 
testimony  (Church.  Oh.  J.,  and 
Allbn,  «/.,  dissenting).  (Oa,ry  agt. 
WUU,mN,  F.,836.) 

10.  The  prohibition  of  said  section 
applies  only  where  the  party 
against  whom  the  testimony  is 
offered,    represents    an    interest 


which  the  deceased  had  or  claimed 
to  have  at  the  time  of  the  trans- 
action or  communication  sought 
to  be  proved ;  it  does  not  apply  in 
favor  of  an  assignee  claiming 
under  a  transfer  made  b^^  the  de- 
ceased prior  to  that  time,  and 
having  then,  as  against  the  de- 
ceased, a  perfect  title  (Johnson. 
J.;  Groyer,  J, concurring).   (Id.) 


PARTITION. 

1.  It  seems^  that  adverse  claims  to 
real  property  cannot  properly  be 
determined  m  an  action  for  parti- 
tion. The  title  of  the  parties 
should  be  first  established  by  the 
proper  action  before  proceedings 
for  a  partition.  (Van  Schuyver 
agt.  Mulford,  59  N.  F.,  426.) 


PARTY  TO  ACTION. 

A  husband  is  not  a  necessary  party 
to  an  action  to  enforce  payment 
of  a  debt  contracted  by  a  feme  sole 
in  a  business  she  was  then  carry- 
ing on,  before  marriage.  (See  Hel- 
ler agt.  BosselU,  6  Hun,  631.) 


PAYMENT  INTO  COURT. 

1.  R  seems,  that  the  sheriff  may  still 
bring  money  collected  on  execu- 
tion into  court  with  his  writ  The 
clerk  of  a  county  where  the  judg- 
ment roll  is  filed,  and  where  the 
execution  is  to  be  returned,  is  the 
proper  officer,  as  clerk  of  the 
court,  to  receive  the  money,  and 
payment  to  him  is  payment  into 
court  (Nelson  agt.  Ken*,  69  N.  F, 
224.) 


PERPETUATING  TESTIMONY. 

1.  The  perpetuation  of  the  testimony 
of  any  witness  within  this  state,  by 
any  party  to  a  suit,  is  a  matter  of 
right  in  cases  where  the  facts  re- 
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Suired  by  the  statute  are  shown  to 
16  proper  court  or  officer,  and  the 
application  appears  to  be  made  in 

food  faith,    (ifartm  agt.  Bicks^  6 
Tun,  238.) 

2.  The  provisions  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  relating  to  the  perpetu- 
ating of  testimony  are  still  in  force. 
The  word  "  discovery,"  as  used  in 
the  Revised  Statutes,  was  never 
applied  to  the  perpetuation  of  tes- 
timony. Powers  of  county  judge 
defincNcL  (Lang  agt.  Brown,  6  Bun, 
256.) 


PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 

1.  Where  personal  property,  con- 
sisting of  articles  of  lurniture,  is 
in  the  possession  of  a  husband  and 
wife,  being  used  in  rooms  occu- 
pied by  them,  the  posse&sion  is, 
presumptively,  that  of  the  hus- 
band. This  presumption  may, 
however,  be  rebutted  by  proof  of 
conversations  between  them,  in 
which  the  husband  admitted  that 
the  property  belonged  to  his  wife, 
and  that  he  stood  silently  by  when 
she  asserted  title  thereto.  (Turner 
agt.  Brawn,  6  Bun,  831.) 

2.  Delivery  must  be  made  according 
to  the  nature  of  the  subject  of  the 
gift,  and  not  according  to  the  ca- 
pability of  the  donor.  Property 
may  be  well  delivered,  when  in  a 
house  or  room,  or  in  a  desk  or 
trunk,  by  the  delivery  of  the  key, 
with  intent  to  surrender  its  pos- 
session and  control,  or  by  any  ctct 
amounting  to  a  surrender  to  an- 
other of  its  dominion  and  custody. 
(Id.) 


PLACE  OP  TRLMi. 

1.  The  provision  of  the  Code  (sec.  24, 
ae  amended  in  1862),  authorizing 
the  adjournment  of  special  terms 
to  the  chambers  of  any  justice  of 
the  court  residing  in  Uie  district, 
does  not  authorize  the  transfer  of 


the  trial  of  a  local  action  to  an- 
other county,  but  was  Intended 
simply  to  facilitate  the  transaction 
of  such  business  as  might  have 
been  done  in  the  county  to  which 
the  term  was  adjourned.  (Q&uld 
agt.  BenneU,69  JiT.  K,  124) 

2.  Accordingly,  Jield,  where  the  jus- 
tice holdinga special  term  in  the 
county  of  W. ,  at  which  an  action 
for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage 
upon  real  estate,  situate  in  that 
county,  was  upon  the  calendar, 
adjourned  the  term  to  his  cham- 
bers in  the  county  of  K.,  and  pro- 
ceeded to  try  the  action  at  the 
acUoumed  term,  against  the  objec- 
tions of  defendant,  that  the  same 
was  error.    (Id.) 

3.  Also,  held,  that  the  error  was  not 
obviated  by  the  fact  that,  after 
partly  trying  the  cause,  the  justice 
adjourned  further  proceedings  in 
the  trial  to  a  special  term  there- 
after to  be  held  in  the  county  of 
W.,  at  which  further  testimony 
was  taken,  and  judgment  given, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  this  was  ad- 
ditional error,  as  the  court  had  no 
authority,  without  their  consent, 
to  require  parties  to  go,  with  their 
witnesses,  from  county  to  county. 
(Id.) 

PLEADINGS. 

Answer  denying  each  allegation  not 
admitted  —  when  puts  in  issue 
allegation  of  complaint  (See 
WcUsh  agt.  Mehrback,  5  Bun,  448.) 

1.  An  order  striking  out  an  answer 
affects  a  substantial  right,  and  \s 
appealable  to  the  general  term  and 
court  of  appeals.  (lAndon  agt. 
Beach,  6  Bun,  200.) 

2.  In  an  action  against  the  acceptor 
of  a  bill  of  exchange,  he  alleged 
that  he  accepted  the  bill  at  the 
drawer's  request,  and  on  his  agree- 
ment to  deposit  notes  with  hmi  to 
secure  him  against  liability,  which 
a^eement  was  never  complied 
with,  and   that  the  plaintin  re- 
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ceived  the  bill  with  notice  of  these 
facts,  and  without  givine  any  con- 
sideration therefor.  H^^  that  the 
answer  could  not  be  stricken  out 
as  friyokms.    (Id.) 

8.  Evidence  showing  that  a  note  has 
been  altered  after  execution,  held^ 
admissible  under  an  answer  deny- 
ing that  defendant  made  the  note 
in  the  complaint  mentioned. 
(Boomer  agt.  Koon^  6  Hun^  645.) 

When  complaint  for  misappropria- 
tion of  money  is  on  a  contract 
(See  Hanrden  agt.  Corbetty  6  Hun^ 
622.) 

Amendment  of  on  trial,  by  changing 
action  of  ejectment  to  one  to  re- 
strain unlawful  interference  wiUi 
adjoinii^  property.  (Bee  Vrooman 
agt.  Jackeony  6  Hun,  826.) 

4.  Where  the  gravamen  of  an  action 
is  breach  of  contract,  allegations 
of  fraud  in  the  complaint  inducing 
the  entering  into  the  contract  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  a  de- 
mand for  dami^es  resulting  there- 
from, in  addition  to  the  demand 
for  the  sum  to  which  he  is  enti- 
tled under  the  contract,  do  not 
change  or  aJffect  the  nature  of  the 
action  or  the  remedy  therein. 
They  are  wholly  irrelevant;  the 
allegations  of  fraud  are  not  issua- 
ble, and  cannot  be  tried  in  the  ac- 
tion. (Graves  agt.  Waiter  59  JV.  F., 
156.) 

5.  The  latter  clause  of  section  288 
of  the  Code,  giving  an  execution 
against  the  person,  when  the  com- 
plaint states  facts  showing  one  or 
more  of  the  causes  of  arrest  speci- 
fied in  section  179,  applies  only  to 
that  class  of  cases  m  which  the 
facts  constituting  the  cause  of  ar- 
rest are  necessary  elements  of  tbe 
cause  of  action.  Where  the  ac- 
tion is  for  breach  of  contract,  alle- 

Sations  of  fraud  in  the  complaint 
o  not  authorize  such  an  execu- 
tion.   (Id,) 

0.  The  sonmions  in  an  action  forms 
no  part  of  the  pleadings,  and  can- 
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not  be  resorted  to,  to  aid  in  the 
interpretation  thereof.  If  the 
complaint  does  not  follow  the 
summons,  the  remedy  of  the  party 
is  by  motion.     (Id.) 

7.  Upon  motion  for  leave  to  make  a 
supplemental  answer,  under  sec- 
lion  177  of  the  Code,  the  court  has 
the  same  discretion  as  a  court 
under  the  former  practice  had 
upon  a  motion  to  strike  a  plea, 
pttie  dcprrieny  from  the  flies  of  the 
court.  (Holyoke  agt.  Adame,  50 
N.  r.,288.) 

8.  The  court  must  gram  leave,  unless 
the  facts  disclosed  show  a  case 
calling  for  the  exercise  of  this 
discretion,    (/d) 

9.  Where  the  facts  disclosed  are  suf- 
ficient to  call  into  exercise  the 
discretionary  power  of  the  court, 
its  determination  cannot  be  re- 
viewed here.    (Id,) 

10.  In  an  action  therein  an  attach- 
ment had  been  issued  and  levied 
upon  property  of  defendants 
which  had  been  released  by  the 
giving  of  an  undertaking  with 
sureties,  defendants  moved  for 
leave  to  file  a  supplemental  an- 
swer setting  up  their  discharge 
in  bankruptcy  in  proceedings  com- 
menced more  than  four  months 
after  such  levy  and  release.  Hdd, 
that  a  strong  case  of  injustice  in 
allowing  the  defense  was  shown, 
as  if  received  it  might  deprive 
plaintiff  of  a  proper  advantage 
lawfully  obtained ;  and  that  an 
order  denying  the  application  was 
not  reviewalHe.    (io.) 

11.  Plaintiff's  complaint  alleged,  in' 
substance,  that  he  was  the  owner 
of  a  promissory  note  made  by  de- 
fendant;* that,  relying  upon  cer- 
tain false  and  fraudulent  repre- 
sentations made  to  him  by  defend- 
ant (particularly  set  forth),  he  was 
induced  to  and  did  accept  from  de- 
fendant a  sum  1582.70  less  than 
the  amount  due  upon  the  note, 
and  surrendered  up  the  same  to 
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defendant,  and  was  thereby  de- 
frauded out  of  said  sum,  and  sus- 
tained damages  to  that  amount. 
Defendant's  answer  admitted  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint  as  to 
the  making  of  the  note,  the  pay- 
ment and  surrender  thereof,  but 
denied  all  the  other  allegations. 
Upon  trial  the  court  directed  a 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
pleadings,  for  the  amount  unpaid 
on  the  note.  Held^  error;  that  the 
action  was  for  fraud,  not  contract, 
and  the  court  had  no  right  to  dis- 
regard the  principal  allegations  of 
the  complahit  which  characterized 
the  action,  and  were  put  in  issue 
by  the  answer  and  try  the  action 
as  one  upon  the  note.  (Barnes 
agt.  Quigley,  59  N,  F.,  265.) 

12.  A  sworn  complaint  maybe  re- 
garded as  an  affidavit  when  pre- 
sented with  other  affidavits  for  the 
purpose  of  procuring  an  order  of 
arrest.  (Palmer  agt  Hn^sey,  59  N, 
F.,  647.) 

13.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  re- 
quiring different  causes  of  action 
Joined  m  the  complaint  to  be  sepa- 
rately stated  (see.  140),  and  the  rule 
(25)  requiring  them  to  be  sepa- 
rately numbered,  relate  simply  to 
questions  of  practice  over  which 
the  court  below  has  control;  the 
right  is  merely  formal,  not  sub- 
stantial. (Goldberg  agt  UUey,  60 
N,  r.,427.) 

14.  An  order,  therefore,  denying  the 
right  is  not  reviewable  here.  (Id.) 


POLICE  COURT. 

Inferior  local  court  with\^  meaning 
of  Constitution,  article  6,  section 
19.  (See  Village  of  Depo^  agt 
VaU,  5  Hun,  810.) 

Power  of  justices  to  appoint  janitor 
of,  in  city  of  New  York.  (See 
Bergen  agt  Mayor,  5  Hun,  243.) 


POSSESSION  OP  PERSONAL 
PROPERTY. 

1.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  pos- 
session of  personal,  property,  al- 
though the  jury  may  find  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  for  the  greater 
portion  thereof,  vet  if  they  find  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  for  any  part  there- 
of, the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to 
costs.  (VowUe  agt  Murray,  anie, 
169.) 

2.  And  it  is  immaterial  whether  the 
defendant  returns  or  allows  the 
property  to  be  delivered  to  plain- 
tiff under  the  provisional  writ  (Id,) 


PRACTICE. 

1.  Exceptions  taken  to  the  rulings 
of  the  court,  upon  the  trial  of  a 
case  in  the  county  court,  will  not 
be  passed  upon  by  the  general 
term  until  the  bill  of  exceptions 
has  been  before  the  county  court 
(See  Murray  agt.  Vanderveer,  6 
Hun,  802.) 

2.  When  the  evidence  is  legally  im- 
proper, and  the  objection  to  it 
could  not  be  removed  if  the  atten- 
tion of  the  party  offering  it  were 
called  to  the  particular  objection, 
then  a  general  objection  is  suffi- 
cient, to  justify  a  ruling  rejecting 
it  (Mulqueen  agt.  Huffy,  6  Hun, 
299.) 

3.  Under  section  899  of  the  Code,  a 
party  to  an  action  cannot  testify 
against  the  representatives  of  a 
deceased  person  (parties  to  the  ac- 
tion), that  he  did  not  see,  or  did 
not  have  a  personal  transaction 
with  such  deceased  person.    (Id.) 

4.  When  a  defendant  may  have  been 
induced,  by  the  admission  of  im- 
proper evidence,  not  to  o^er  such 
evidence  as  he  had  to  offer  in  de- 
fense, a  new  trial  will  be  granted, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the 
evidence  given,  after  rejecting 
that  founa  to  be  incompetent,  is 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  Judgment 
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below.    {Eou>eU  agt.yan  Sieleny  6 
Hun,  115.) 

5.  The  defendants  testator,  by  his 
will,  created  a  trust  for  the  plain- 
tiff for  life,  with  remainder  over 
to  the  children  of  two  deceased 
sisters.  This  action  was  brought 
by  the  plaintiff  to  have  it  declared 
that  the  trusts  created  by  the  will 
were  void,  and  that  he  was  enti- 
tled to  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  in- 
stead of  one  for  life,  in  the  prop- 
erty devised  by  the  will.  JSdd. 
that  the  children  of  the  deceased 
sisters  were  necessary  parties  to 
the  action.  (Moore  agt.  Hegeman, 
6  Hun,  290.) 

6.  Where,  from  the  allegations  con- 
tained in  the  complaint,  the  court 
decides  the  action  to  be  one  of 
ejectment,  the  plaintiff  cannot  be 
allowed  to  amend  his  complaint 
upon  the  trial,  and  proceed  as 
though  the  action  were  brought  to 
restrain  an  unlawful  interference 
with  his  rights  as  owner  of  the 
adjacent  lot.  What  allegation  in 
the  complaint  will  render  the 
action  one  of  ejectment  consider- 
ed. (Vrooman  agt.  Jackson,  6 
Hun,  826.) 

7.  The  service  of  a  summons  upon  a 
non-resident,  while  attending  as  a 
witness,  in  good  faith,  the  tnal  of 
an  action  in  one  of  the  courts  of 
this  state,  is  irregular,  and  will  be 
set  aside.  {B^9on  agt.  Pc^rdee,  6 
Hun,  477.) 

Order  made  in  one  district  staying 
proceedings  in  an  action  in  an- 
other —  effect  of —  when  not  va- 
cated. (See  National  Bank  of  Fort 
Edwa/rd  agt.  Goodwin,  6  Hun,  481.) 

Motion  to  vacate  such  order  must  be 
made  in  the  district  where  granted. 
(Id,) 

Reply,  when  unnecessary.  (See  John- 
son agt.  WhiU,  6  Hun,  587.) 

On  certiorari,  when  the  return  is 
claimed  to  be  false.    (See  People 


exrd.  Thompson  agt.  Mayor,  etc.,  6 
Hun,  653.) 

Husband  not  necessary  party  to  suit 
against  his  wife,  for  a  debt  con- 
tracted while  she  was  a  feme  sole, 
(See  Heller  agt.  BosseUe,  6  Hun, 
681.) 

Appeal  from  county  court  to  gen- 
eral term,  in  action  originating  in 
justice's  court.  (See  Tollman  agt. 
American  Express  Ob., 6  Hun,  877.) 

When  writ  of  ne  exeat  may  issue. 
(See  Browned  agt.  AJdn,  6  Hun, 
879.) 

Junior  mort^a^ee  —  right  to  fore- 
close after  judgment  of  foreclosure 
and  sale  has  been  entered  in  action 
on  prior  mortgage.  (See  Backs  agt 
Pureeia,  6  Hun,  518.) 

Request  by  defendant  for  direction 
of  verdict  —  effect  of  —  waives 
right  to  claim  that  case  should 
have  been  submitted  to  the  jury. 
(See  Strong  agt. '  N.  T,  Laundry 
Manufacturing  Co,,  6  Hun,  528.) 

Pleading — answer,  when  frivolous. 
(See  manvfacturers^  Nat.  Bank  agt 
BusseU,  6  Hun,  875.) 

Motions  in  arrest  of  judgment  are 
sustained  because  of  defects  in  the 
record,  and  not  because  of  defects 
in  the  evidence.  (See  Jacobotosky 
agt.  People,  6  Hun,  524.) 

Attachment  —  affidavit  for  —  state- 
ment of  cause  of  action  in  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered.  (See 
Kiefer  agt  Webster,  6  Hun,  526.) 

Temporary  injunction — power  of 
court  to  continue  the  same  in  force 
after  entry  of  judgment  in  favor 
of   defendant     (Ixe  Spears 


Matthews,  Q  Hun,  48d.) 


agt. 


Specific  performance— gtwrrtf — whe- 
ther, after  the  vendor  had  sold  the 
land,  the  court  will  retain  an 
action  brought  by  the  vendee  for 
specific  performance,  in  order  to 
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award  him  damages  for  the  breach 
of  the  contract  {See  Dcmton  agt. 
AMooiiUe9  of  the  Jertey  Co, ,  6  Hun^ 
470.) 

Attachment — affidavit  On  applica- 
tion for — statement  of  cause  of 
action  in.  {See  OrandaU  agt. 
HfcKaye,  6  Eun,  488.) 

Appeal.  {See  Matter  qf  Legendie,  6 
Sun,  34s.) 

Power  of  court  to  direct  verdict 
{See  Chatham  National  Bank  agt. 
O'firien,  6  Run,  281.) 

Witness  —  irrelevant  questions  for 
the  purpose  of  discrediting,  dis- 
cretionary with  court  {See  JPeel 
agt  Kemy  6  Eun,  298.) 

8.  Where  a  verdict  is  taken,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at 
general  term,  the  Judgment  of  the 
general  term  thereon  cannot  be 
reviewed  in  this  court  unless  a 
statement  of  the  facts  and  the  con- 
clusions of  law  is  prepared  and 
filed  with  the  Judgment  roll  as 
prescribed  by  the  Code  {see.  333). 
{BeinmiUer  agt  Skidmore,  69  JV.  F., 
661.) 

9.  It  eeemSy  that  where  a  disputed 
claim  against  the  estate  of  a  de- 
c^ised  person  is  referred,  pursuant 
to  the  statute  (2  B.  5.,  89,  sec.  86), 
to  preserve  the  right  to  a  review 
upon  appeal  from  a  judgment  en- 
tered upon  the  report  of  the  ref- 
eree, the  partv  aggrieved  must 
move  at  special  term,  upon  a  case 
or  otherwise,  to  set  aside  the  re- 
I>ort  or  for  a  new  trial,  or  must 
appear  and  oppose  its  confirma- 
tion and  take  the  proper  excep- 
tions. {Smith  agt.  VeUe,  60  If.  F., 
106.) 


PRESUMPTION. 

Award,  in  favor  of — that  arbitrators 
have  acted  within  the  terms  of  the 
submission.  (See  Pierce  agt  Mor- 
rison, 6  Hun^  285.) 


As  to  promise  to 
rendered.  {See 
Huny  182.) 


ay  for  services 
agt  EosSy  6 


1.  Where  the  allegations  of  a  com- 
plaint are  admitted  by  the  answer 
and  it  is  assumed,  upon  the  tiial 
of  the  action,  that  the  facts  stated 
in  the  complaint  constitute  a  cause 
of  action,  no  objection  being  taken 
by  the  defendant,  or  the  attention 
of  the  court  called  in  any  manner 
to  any  defect  therein,  it  is  to  be 
assumed  that  defendant  conceded 
his  liability,  and  the  ol^ection  can- 
not be  taken  in  this  court  for  the 
first  time,  that  the  facts  stated  do 
not  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
{Hofheimer  agt  CampbeU,  59  K.  F., 
269.) 

2.  The  presumption  is,  that  one 
agreeing  to  purchase  a  municipal 
corporation  tax  lease,  is  to  take  it 
at  his  own  risk  as  to  title,  and 
that  the  vendor  is  to  warrant 
nothing  more  than  its  genuine- 
ness and  his  ownership.  {Boyd 
agt.  Sohlesinger,  59  K  F.,  301.) 

8.  The  presumption  of  fraudulent 
intent,  arising  by  reason  of  the 
statute  of  uses  and  trusts  (1  B.  8,, 
728,  sees.  51,  52)  as  against  the 
creditors  at  the  time,  of  one  who 
pays  the  consideration  for  a  grant 
of  land  to  another,  is  not  conclu- 
sive, but  simply  casts  the  burden 
upon  the  grantee,  in  defense  of  his 
title,  to  disprove  a  fraudulent  in- 
tent {Dunlap  agt.  Hawkins^  59 
N.  F,  842.) 

4.  This  presumption  may  be  over- 
come by  proof  that  the  one  paying 
the  consideration  was  at  the  time 
neither  insolvent  nor  contemplat- 
ing insolvency,  but  had,  aside  from 
the  consideration  paid  for  the 
property  so  granted,  ample  funds 
to  pay  his  debts,  and  that  an  ina- 
bility to  meet  his  obligation  was 
not  and  could  not  reasonably  have 
been  supposed  to  have  been  in  his 
mind,    (icf.) 

5.  The  presumption  that  one  who  has 
indorsed   a   promissory*  note   in 
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blank,  before  delivery  to  the  payee, 
Intended  to  become  liable  simply 
as  second  indorser  and  so  not  liable 
to  the  payee,  may  be  rebutted 
by  parol  proof  that  the  indorse- 
ment was  made  to  giye  the  maker 
credit  with  the  payee.  {Coulter 
agt   Richmond,  69   N,    7.,  478.) 

6.  When  one  enters  into  the  service 
of  another  without  an  agreement 
at  the  commencement  of  the  ser- 
vice as  to  the  term  or  compensa- 
tion, a  subsequent  agreement  fix- 
ing the  rate  of  compensation  for 
a  specified  time  does  not,  in  the 
absence  of  other  proof,  in  case  he 
continues  in  the  service  after  the 
expiration  of  that  time,  raise  a 
presumption  that  he  is  to  receive 
thereafter  compensation  at  the 
same  rate.  (Smith  agt  VeUe^  60 
N.  F.,  106.) 


PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

i6SM  EVIDENCS. 

BeU  agt  9pott»,  ante,  162. 

1.  Where  R  H.,  a  resident  of  New 
York,  made  five  promissory  notes, 
dated  March  14, 1873,  and  payable 
one  year  after  date,  to  the  order  of 
O.  A.,  at  the  Bull's  Head  Bank, 
New  York,  and  indorsed  by  O.  A. 
&  A.  H.  L.,  both  residents  of 
Rhode  Island,  two  for  $12,500 
each,  one  for  $8,000  and  two  for 
$1,500  each.  To  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  the  whole  sum,  $81,000, 
the  maker  executed  and  delivered 
a  chattel  mortgage  to  O.  A.  bear- 
ing even  date  with  the  notes,  upon 
his  hotel  property  in  New  York. 
{Providence  Chunty  Savings  Bank 
agt.  Fro9t,  ants,  178.) 

2.  For  the  three  notes  amounting  to 
$28,000,  the  bank  in  Rhode  Island 
that  discounted  them  for  the  maker 

gave,  at  its  place  of  business,  for 
im,  the  sum  of  $25,000,  the  note 
for  $8,000  representing  the  interest 
on  the  $25,000  for  one  year.  The 
two  notes  for  $1,500  each  were 
made  as  compensation  to  O.  A.  & 


A.  H.  L.  severally,  for  indorsing 
the  three  notes  which  the  bank 
discounted.  O.  A.  acted  as  agent 
of  the  maker  in  getting  the  dis- 
count. The  indorsements  were 
made  after  the  arrangement  with 
the  bank  for  discounting,  but  be- 
fore the  $25,000  was  paid  over  for 
the  maker. 

Held,  that  the  contracts  made  by 
the  maker,  by  means  of  the  notes, 
were  made  in  Rhode  Island,  and 
not  in  New  York.  In  legal  effect, 
he  made  the  notes  in  Rh<Kle  Island 
at  the  time  when  the  three  notes 
were  passed  and  discounted  by  the 
bank.  As  the  rate  of  interest  taken 
upon  the  discounting  of  the  whole 
five  notes  was  lawfru  according  to 
the  laws  of  that  state,  the  whole 
transaction  was  valid.    (Id.) 

8.  The  provisions  of  the  act  of  May 
22,  1878,  that  promissory  notes 
payable  on  Sunday  should  be 
deemed  to  be  due  and  payable  on 
the  business  day  next  succeeding, 
is  abrogated  by  the  amendment  of 
May  twenty-nine  of  the  same  year. 
(West  agt  Lee,  ants,  818.) 

4.  BiUs  and  notes,  when  days  of 
CTace  are  given,  and  the  third  day 
falls  on  Sunday,  are  still  payable 
on  the  previous  Saturday,  accord- 
ing to  the  custom  of  merchants. 
{Id.) 


PUBLIC  OFFICERS. 

1.  A  declaration  or  admission  of 
payment  made  by  an  assignee  of 
unearned  fees  of  a  public  officer, 
after  he  has  parted  with  his  inter- 
est therein,  cannot  affect  the  trans- 
fer; nor  is  it  evidence  of  payment 
as  against  the  second  assignee  or 
in  favor  of  the  assignor,  unless 
the  latter  made  it  without  notice 
of  the  transfer,  even  though  he 
has  possesion  of  the  assignment 
itself,  as  it  is  a  transfer  of  a  claim 
for  fees  earned  and  to  be  earned, 
and  not  an  obligation  of  the  as- 
signor to  pay  money.  (People  ex 
rei.  Orattan  igt.  Dayton,  ante,  148.) 
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2.  The  fees  of  a  public  officer  (jus- 
tice of  the  peace),  earned  and  un- 
earned, are  capable  of  assignment. 
Those  unearned  liaving  no  actual 
existence  rest  in  expectancy  mere- 
ly, and  the  transfer  is  valid  in 
equity  as  an  agreement  when  they 
are  brought  into  existence.  The 
case  of  .FfeW  agt  Mayar^  dbc.y  of 
New  York  (6  N,  F.,  179),  settles 
this.    (Id.) 

8.  Also,  the  same  case  is  authority  for 
holding  that  such  an  assignment 
is  not  void  on  the  ground  uat  it  is 
against  public  policy.    (Id,) 

4.  The  case  is  diJQferent  from  an  as- 
signment' of  a  Mlary  of  a  public 
officer  not  earned  when  made  (tee 
the  eases  of  Bliss  agt.  Latorence  and 
Bliss  agt.  Gardner^  48  How.  Pr.  i2., 
21,  decided  in  the  Court  of  Appeals) ; 
because  unearned  fees  depend  for 
their  allowance  upon  the  perform- 
ance of  the  service.    (Id.) 

5.  In  the  case  of  a  salary  the  com- 
pensation is  founded  upon  a  gen- 
eral service  which,  from  his  pos- 
session of  the  office,  the  incum- 
bent is  supposed  to  have  per- 
formed, and  in  the  case  of  fees 
each  item  is  to  represent  work  ac- 
tually done,  for  which,  when  com- 
pletely finished  the  law  fixes  the 
compensation  —  that  which  is  not 
done  is  not  allowed  or  paid.     (Id.) 

6.  The  effect  of  granting  the  re- 
lator's application  for  a  mandamus 
would  be  to  take  from  another  the 
money  which  the  relator  had 
placed  in  his  hands;  for,  as  be- 
tween these  parties,  the  assignment 
was  executed — the  relator  con- 
sented that  the  assignee  could  re- 
ceive the  monev.  li  public  policy 
forbade  the  taking  of  the  assign- 
ment, it  forbade  the  relator  to 
make  it.  The  parties  are  in  pa/ri 
deliciOf  and  the  law  will  leave  both 
where  it  found  them.  Mandamus 
denied.    (Id.) 

7.  The  board  of  supervisors  of  a 
county  is  not  a  public  officer  con- 


templated by  the  statute  in  refer- 
ence to  double  costs,  on  the  final 
determination  in  its  favor  of  a 
trial  upon  mandamus.  (People  ex 
rel.  City  of  Lockporl  agt.  Supervis- 
ors^ anUy  853.) 

8.  The  costs  in  such  case  must  be 
taxed  as  single  costs,  under  the 
act  of  1840,  chapter  386,  as  amend- 
ed by  the  act  of  1844,  chapter  273. 
(Id.)      ' 

9.  An  action  can  be  sustained  against 
the  defendants  as  commissioners, 
without  their  names  as  individuals 
being  mentioned  in  the  title  of  the 
cause,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to 
add  in  the  title  the  official  desig- 
nation to  the  individual  name, 
when  it  sufficiently  appears  in  the 
body  of  the  complaint  that  thej 
are  sought  to  be  charged  in  theu* 
representative  capacity.  (SuUitxm 
agt  Husson^  ante^  475.) 

10.  Where  the  defendants  are  sued 
as  public  officers,  and  it  appears 
upon  the  trial  that  no  part  of  the 
cause  of  action  arose  in  their 
county,  the  action  must  be  discon- 
tinued, but  this  forms  no  ground 
of  demurrer.    (Id.) 

11.  Where  it  appears  that  the  de- 
fendants are  clearly  the  contract- 
ing parties  to  whom  the  plaintiflb 
can  only  look  for  compensation, 
there  is  no  misjoinder  of  parties 
defendant     (Id.) 


PUBLICATION. 

1.  News  is  property.  Its  transmis- 
sion to  subscribers  over  telegraphic 
printing  instruments  is  not  a  gen- 
eral publication.  (Kieman  agt 
Manhattan  Q;aotation  Telegraqph 
Co.y  ante^  194) 

Of  proceedings  of  common  council 
authorizing  improvements  in  New 
York  city  —  when  assessment  not 
set  aside  for  failure  to  publish. 
(See  Matter  qf  P^uifnet,6  Hun,  484.) 
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When  assessment  cannot  be  set  aside 
for  failure  to  publish  resolution 
authorizing  improvement  —  sec- 
tion 7,  chapter  580, 1872 ;  chapter 
818, 1874.  (8es  Matter  of  Harlem 
Presbyterian  Churchy  5  Hun,  442.) 


QUESTIONS     OP    LAW     AND 
FACT. 

1.  R  seems,  that  a  usage  or  custom 
relied  upon  as  giving  a  peculiar 
and  technical  meaning  to  words 
and  phrases  used  in  a  commercial 
contract,  and  as  controlling  the 
interpretation  and  effect  or  the 
contract,  must  be  proved  and  de- 
termined as  a  question  of  fact 
upon  the  trial;  proof  of  it  cannot 
be  received  by  an  appellate  court 
having  only  jurisdiction  of  ques- 
tions of  law,  either  in  support  or 
in  impeachment  of  a  judgnient 
(M.  Nat.  Bk,  agt  Nat.  G.  Bk.,  59 
N  r.,  67.) 

2.  Negligence  is  a  question  of  fact, 
and  where  the  inferences  to  be 
drawn  from  the  proof  are  not 
certain  and  not  uncontrovertible, 
it  cannot  be  decided,  as  a  question 
of  law,  by  directing  a  verdict  or 
nonsuit,  butjnust  be  subnoitted  to 
the 


e  jury.    (Thurber  agt.  H.  B.,  M. 
F.RR  Co,,  60  N  r.,  326.) 


QUO  WARRANTO. 

Ii^nnction  not  appropriate  remedv 
in  action  of,  {See  People  ex  rd. 
Floyd  agt  Oonkim,  5  Hun,  452.) 

In  an  action  of,  the  Judgment  in  an 
action  in  which  the  person,  by 
whom  the  relator  was  appointed 
was  ousted  from  office,  is  admis- 
sible. {See  People  ex  rel.  Steinert 
agt.  ArUhony,  6  Hun,  142.) 


RAILROADS. 

1.  €k>nzales,  the  deceased,  resided  at 
West  Mount  Vernon,  N.  Y. ,  on  the 


west  side  of  the  New  York  &  Har- 
lem Railroad  track.  He  took  pas- 
sage on  said  railroad  cars  at  New 
York,  for  his  home,  and  arrived 
there  in  the  afternoon  of  the  same 
day.  The  train  in  which  he  took 
passage,  going  north,  runs  on  the 
easteny  track  of  the  road;  there 
are  other  tracks  laying  west  of  it 
Gonzales,  as  the  train  stopped,  in- 
stead of  getting  out  on  the  east  side 
and  avoiding  any  other  track, chose 
to  get  out  on  Uie  west  side,  and, 
before  getting  across  the  track,  was 
hit  by  a  down  express  train,  going 
at  full  speed  ana  makine  a  great 
noise,  and  killed.  {ChnzcMs  agt  N 
r.  db  Harlem  B.  B.  Co.,  ante,  126.) 

2.  The  evidence  disclosed  that  Qon- 
zales*  vision  was  imperfect,  but  that 
he  could  see  from  ninety  to  one  hun- 
dred feet ;  his  hearing,  however,was 
perfect.  A  wi  tness  testified  that  he 
stood  on  the  platform  of  a  smoking 
car,  next  to  the  one  at  which  Gon- 
zales ^ot  out,  and,  as  the  latter  was 
steppmg  down,  the  witness  remark- 
ed that  that  was  a  dangerous  place 
to  get  off.    {Id.) 

8.  Assuming,  as  the  court  did,  that 
there  was  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  def  en(£knt,  the  negligence  of 
the  deceased  was  so  palpable  that 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the 
direction  of  a  verdict    {Id.) 


REARGUMENT. 

1.  A  motion  for  reargument  will 
not  be  entert^ned,  unless  founded 
on  papers  clearly  showing  either 
that  some  question,  decisive  of  the 
case  and  duly  submitted  by  coun- 
sel, has  been  overlooked  by  the 
court,  or  that  the  decision  is  in 
conflict  with  an  express  statute  or 
a  controlling  decision  overlooked 
by  the  court,  or  to  which  its  at- 
tention was  not  drawn,  through 
the  neglect  or  inadvertence  of 
the  counsel.  {M.  Nat.  Bk.  agt.  Nat. 
aBk.,69N  F.,67.) 
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RECEIVER 

1.  An  individual  who  was  appointed 
secretary  of  an  insolvent  savings 
bank  by  its  directors,  and  was  used 
by  them  in  a  month  thereafter  to 
make  and  verify  a  false  statement 
declaring  iU  solvency,  and  who  was 
named  by  them  as  its  receiver  in  a 
suit  which  they  caused  to  be  insti- 
tute^ to  wind  up  its  affairs,  is  not 
a  fit  and  proper  person  to  execute 
such  a  trust;  especially  should  he 
not  be  retained  when  every  credi- 
tor, so  far  as  known,  asks  for  his 
temovaL  {People  act  Third  Av. 
Savings  Bank,  ante,  22.) 

2.  Besides,  his  connection  with  the 
managers  of  the  institution,  beine 
the  secretary  of  their  selection  and 
the  receiver  of  their  choice,  would 
naturally  bring  his  duties  as  re- 
ceiver into  direct  collision  with  his 
feelings  of  personal  obligation  to 
the  managers,  whom  he  might  be 
called  upon  to  prosecute  as  receiver. 
To  such  a  temptation  no  officer 
which  the  court  selects  should  be 
subjected.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  the  property  of  a  mining 
corporation  organized  in  this  state, 
whose  entire  property  consists  of 
real  estate  situated  in  another  state 
or  territory,  the  title  to  such  prop- 
erty does  not  vest  in  a  receiver  of 
the  corporation  appointed  here;  he 
has  no  jurisdiction  over  it  (Simp- 
kins  agt.  8,  &  P.  Chid  Co.,  ante,  66.) 

4.  The  creditors  of  such  corporation 
might  resort  for  relief  to  the  courts 
where  the  property  is  situated,  or 
the  corporation  itself  could  pro- 
ceed to  use  or  dispose  of  the  prop- 
ertv,  entirely  unaffected  by  the  ap- 
pomtment  of  a  receiver  here.  (Id.) 

5.  A  proceeding  171  tnii^um  can  have 
no  force  outside  the  lurisdiction 
where  the  proceeding  is  initiated. 
(Id.) 

6.  Where  the  subsequent  or  second 
^  mortgagee  forecloses  and  buys  in 

the   premises  for  lees  than  the 


amount  of  his  mortgage,  and  takes 
possession  as  purchaser,  he  is  not 
compelled  to  account  to  the  prior 
or  first  morl^Hgee  for  the  rents,  as 
he  would  be  if  he  was  in  possession 
as  mortgagee  only.  (N.i.IAfelM, 
Co.  agt.  (Mom,  anU,  88.) 

7.  Therefore,  where  the  premises  are 
of  doubtful  security  for  the  first 
mortgage,  the  first  mortgagee  may 
have  a  receiver  appoint^,  and  he 
will  be  re(](^aired  to  account  to  the 
purchaser  tor  any  balance  after  the 
first  mortgage  is  satisfied.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  a  receiver  of  a  dissolved  cor- 
poration has  been  appointed  under 
suspicious  circumstances,  which 
appear  to  involve  collusion,  and 
evidently  in  the  interest  of  some  of 
the  officers  of  the  corporation,  and 
this  during  the  pendency  of  an- 
other action  by  a  stockholder  to 
dissolve  the  corporation,  and  un- 
known to  the  plaintiff  in  the  latter 
action,  such  receiver  will  be  re- 
moved by  the  court  and  a  proper 
receiver  appointed  in  the  pending 
action.  (IfeArdleeLgL  Barney,  ante, 
97.) 

9.  Where  the  court  is  satisfied  that 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of 
the  assets  of  a  corporation  was 
made  coUusively  ana  for  the  pur- 
pose of  defrauding  the  plaintiff  in 
another  action  brought  against  the 
trustees  of  the  said  corporation,  to 
which  such  receiver  is  a  party,  it 
mav  make  an  order  in  such  second 
action,  on  notice,  vacating  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  said  receiver  and 
appointing  another  in  his  place. 
(Wilson a^  Barney,  5  Hun,  257.) 

10.  Where  it  is  sought  to  review  pro- 
ceedings had  on  the  settlement  of  a 
receiver's  accounts,  on  the  ground 
that  claims  allowed  and  paid  out 
of  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  re- 
ceiver, under  an  order  of  the 
court,  are  fictitious  and  unfounded, 
the  better  proceedins  by  a  creditor 
of  the  fund  is  to  appl v  to  be  made 
a  party  to  the  suit  m  which  the 
order  was  made,  and  to  have  such 
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order  yacated;  for  in  snch  pro- 
ceedings the  court  has  a  wider  dis- 
cretion and  greater  power  for  re- 
lief than  in  an  independent  action, 
depending  for  its  success  upon 
satisfactory  proof  of  fraud.  It  is 
sufficient  to  maintain  the  applica- 
tion in  such  case,  that  the  creditor 
applying  to  intervene  in  the  pro- 
ceedmgs  is  entitled  to  participate 
in  the  fund,  in  however  small  a 
degree  it  may  be.  (Sehenck  agt 
Ingrahamy  5  HuUf  897.) 

11.  The  plaintiff  having  been  ap- 
pointed receiver  of  a  corporation 
in  an  action  brought  by  the  people 
to  procure  its  dissolution,  on  the 
ground  of  its  insolvency,  brought 
this  action  to  recover  from  the  de- 
fendant the  amount  unpaid  upon 
his  subscription  to  the  stock  of 
the  company.  The  defendant  al- 
leged that  his  subscription  was 
made  on  the  faith  of  representa- 
tions made  to  him,  at  a  meeting 
of  the  incorporators,  that  the 
amount  of  capital  stock  required 
by  the  charter  to'  be  paid  in  cash, 
had  been  paid  in,  when,  in  fact,  it 
had  not.  Held^  that  as  the  receiver 
represented  the  creditors  as  well 
as  the  persons  interested  in  the 
corporation,  these  facts  consti- 
tuted no  defense  to  the  action. 
(Buggies  agt.  Brock,  6  Hun,  164.) 

12.  The  defendant,  after  his  subscrip- 
tion to  the  stock  of  the  company, 
acted  as  one  of  its  directors.  Eeid, 
that  he  was  thereby  estopped 
from  denying  its  existence,  and, 
as  against  its  creditors,  from  deny- 
ing the  validity  of  his  subscrip- 
tion.   (Id.) 

Effect  of  appointment  of,  on  title  of 
bona  fide  purchaser  of  stock  as- 
signed in  blank  to  secure  loan. 
(See  Dudley  agt.  Gould,  fl  Hun,  97.) 

Appointment  of,  after  suit  brought — 
does  not  cause  suit  to  abate.  (See 
Phoenix  Warehousing  Co,  agt 
Badger,  6  Hun,  298.) 

Of  corporation — action  by,  to  re- 
cover impaid  subscription.    (Id,) 

Vol.  L.  77 


13.  Where  a  receiver,  appointed  in  an 
action  against  a  corporation,  fraud- 
ulently obtains  an  order  for  a  sale 
of  a  debt  due  the  corporation,  an 
equitable  action,  at  the  suit  of  the 
creditor,  will  lie  to  vacate  the 
order  and  set  aside  a  sale  made  in 
pursuance .  thereof.  The  creditor 
is  not  limited  to  a  motion  in  the 
action  wherein  the  receiver  was 
appointed.  (Hockley  agt.  Draper, 
eON.  v.,  88.) 


REFEREE. 

1.  The  conclusions  of  a  referee  upon 
the  evidence  and  his  findings  of 
facts,  not  disaffirmed  by  the  court 
below  ^  reversing  his  judgment, 
are  not  reviewable  by  this  court. 
They  are  concluded  upon  every 
question  of  fact  by  the  nndings  of 
the  referee  and  the  Judgment  of 
the  court  of  original  jurisdiction. 
(Detlin  agt  Mayor,  d^,,  JV.  F., 
ante,  1.) 

2.  A  referee  has  no  power  to  allow 
costs  against  an  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator, to  be  levied  on  his 
property  or  on  that  of  the  de- 
ceased. Such  costs  can  only  be 
allowed  by  the  court,  on  motion, 
after  trial.  (Bailey  agt.  Bergen,  5 
Hun,  655.) 


REFERENCE. 

1.  In  an  action  on  ik  marine  policy 
of  insurance,  where  there  are  a 
great  many  hundred  items  of  ex- 
penditure and  loss  involved,  which 
seem  to  be  items  of  general  and 
particular  average,  an  a  the  answer 
puts  in  issue  every  one  of  the 
items,  it  presents  an  action  on  con- 
tract involving  an  unusually  long 
account  between  the  parties,  ana 
is  a  proper  one  for  a  reference. 
(Byan  agt.  AtlanHc  Mutual  Ins. 
Co.,  ante,  821.) 

2.  In  such  a  case  no  constitutional 
right  of  trial  by  jury  exists.    (Id.) 
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8.  Nor  is  a  statement,  in  general 
terms,  that  difficult  questions  of 
law  are  involved  sufficient  to  de- 
feat an  otherwise  meritorious  ap- 
plication for  a  reference.    {Id.) 

4.  The  refevee  to  be  appointed  should 
be  selected,  howeverj  with  regard 
to  his  qualifications  for  the  trial 
of  the  questions  presented  by  the 
issues.    (IcL) 

5.  Where  the  defendant  seeks  to 
avoid  the  refert^nce  of  an  action, 
concededly  referable,  bv  a  stipula- 
tion which,  it  is  alleged,  will  take 
the  question  of  a  long  account 
out  ef  the  issues  to  be  tried,  it  is 
proper  for  the  court  to  make  an 
order  referring  the  cause,  unless 
the  defendant  sign  a  stipulation, 
the  form  of  which  is  prescribed  by 
the  order.  {McAndr&io  agt.  Place^ 
6  Hun,  285.) 

6.  The  form  of  a  stipulation  so  pre- 
scribed will  not  be  reviewed,  ex- 
cept in  cases  where  there  is  a  mani- 
fest abuse  of  discretion.    (Id.) 

Under  Code,  section  271  — referee's 
fees  upon,  a  proper  disbursement 
to  be  allowed  successful  party. 
{See  PUkin  agt.  Cooley,  6  Hun,  48.) 

Order  of,  to  ascertain  damages  caused 
by  injunction  —  when  objection 
to,  can  be  raised  only  on  appeal 
from  order  itself.  (See  Lawton 
agt.  Green,  5  Hun,  157.) 

7.  In  an  action  on  an  account  em- 
bracing many  items,  hdd,  al- 
though the  defendant  admitted 
the  items  to  be  correct,  yet  as  he 
alleged  that  they  related  to  mer- 
chandise which  was  to  be  sold  by 
the  plaintiff  on  commission,  and 
that  he  had  violated  the  rights  of 
the  defendant  by  selling  it  at  im- 
proper times  and  for  less  than  its 
value,  to  sustain  which  it  would 
be  necessary  for  the  defendant  to 
show  that  each  sale  of  the  article 
sold  was  improperly  made;  that 
the  effect  of  this  was  to  assail  the 
plaintiff's  account,  because,  though 


the  advances  and  charges  are  ad- 
mitted the  sales  are  questi'med 
and  disputed,  and  that  the  case 
was  therefore  properly  referred. 
{Cotoden  &gt.  Teale,  6  Hun,  631.) 

Attachment — may  be  ordered,  to 
determine  what  partv  shall  do  in 
case  where,  for  disobedience,  an 
attachment  may  issue.  {See  SuUon 
agt.  Dame,  6  Hun,  237.) 

On  ii^ unction. bond  —  when  grant- 
ed—  extra  allowance  —  effect  of 
denial  of.  {See  Park  agi.  Mutgraw, 
6  Hun,  223.) 

Statutory  —  filing  evidence  under 
Rule  48,  in.  {See  KeOogg  agt 
Werner,  6  Hun,  452.) 

8.  It  seems,  that  where  the  findings 
of  fact  settled  by  a  referee  in  a 
case  are  in  confiict  with  the  find- 
ings contained  in  his  report,  the 
former  will  be  assumed  to  be 
correct  and  the  latter  will  be 
disregarded.  J{Tompkin»  agt  Lee, 
69  iVTr.,  662.) 

9.  It  seems,  that  where  a  disputed 
claim  against  the  estate  of  a  de- 
ceased person  is  referred,  pursuant 
to  the  statute  (2  72.  S.,  89,  sec.  86), 
to  preserve  the  right  to  a  review 
upon  appeal  from  a  judgment 
entered  upon  the  report  or  the 
referee,  the  party  aggrieved  must 
move  at  special  term,  upon  a  case 
or  otherwise,  to  set  aside  the 
report  or  for  a  new  trial,  or  must 
appear  and  oppose  its  confirma- 
tion and  take  the  proper  excep- 
tions. {Smith  agt.  Velie,  60  N.  7., 
106.) 


RELIEF. 

1.  Since  the  Code  it  is  immaterial 
whether  the  plaintiff  names  his 
action  legal  or  equitable,  as  the 
court  will  grant  such  relief,  either 
legcd  or  equitable,  as  the  allega- 
tions in  *the  complaint  and  the 
proofs  on  the  trial  demand.  {An- 
derson agt.  Hunn,  6  Hun,  79.) 
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REMEDY. 

1.  There  is  do  such  thing  as  a  Tested 
right  to  a  particular  remedy,  pro- 
vided that  adequate  means  of 
redress  are  otherwise  supplied. 
(iVoptoagt  Tweed,  6  Hun,  882.) 

Right  to  maintain  two  actions,  one 
to  recover  real  estate  fhiudulently 
obtained,  and  another  for  damages. 
{See  Bruce  agt  Kelly,  5  Hun,  229.) 

Sale  in  foreclosure — when  action 
may  be  brought  to  set  aside  — 
remedy  is  by  motion.  {See  Van- 
dereook  agt  Cohoes  Savings  Institu- 
Hon,  5  Hun,  641.) 

Order  refusing  to  postpone  trial  — 
how  reviewed.  [See  Martin  agt 
Hieks,  6  Hun,  74.) 


REMOVAL  OP  CAUSE. 

1.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  congress  {chap.  187  <2^  1876)  pro- 
viding for  the  removal  of  causes 
into  the  United  States  courts,  *'  be- 
fore or  at  the  term  at  which  said 
cause  could  be  first  tried,  and  be- 
fore the  trial  thereof,**  it  is  too 
late  to  make  such  application  after 
the  cause  has  been  noticed  for 
trial,  and  placed  upon  the  calendar 
of  the  court  at  a  term  at  which  it 
could  be  tried,  even  though  it 
may  not  have  been  reached,  and 
even  if  the  trial  thereof  has  been 
stayed  by  order  pending  the  exe- 
cution and  return  of  a  commission. 
(Warner  agt.  F&nn.  R  R  Co.,  Q 
Hun,  197.) 

2.  SenMe,  that,  under  the  aforesaid 
act,  it  is  not  necessary  that  either 
of  the  parties  should  be  a  citizen 
of  this  state  to  render  the  cause  a 
proper  one  for  removaL    (Id.) 


RENEWAL  OF  MOTION.  ^ 

When  leave  must  be  obtained  for. 
{See  Bank  of  Havana  agt.  Moore, 
5  Hun,  624.) 


REPLEVIN. 

1.  The  plaintiff  brought  this  action 
in  replevin  to  recover  the  posses- 
sion of  a  stallion,  which  was  talten 
into  his  possession  by  process 
issued  in  this  action  by  the  plain- 
tiff. Upon  the  trial  the*  defend- 
ant claimed,  and  ^e  Jury  found, 
that  he  and  the  pHunuff  were 
tenants  in  common  of  the  horse. 
Held,  that  a  judgment  directing  a 
return  of  the  horse  to  the  defend- 
ant, and  in  case  the  plaintiff  failed 
so  to  do,  directing  a  Judgment  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  for  the  ftill 
value  of  the  horse,  was  proper. 
That  the  plaintiff  must  return  the 
horse  or  pay  its  full  value,  and 
afterward  compel  the  defendant 
to  account.  Such  an  accounting 
could  not  be  had  in  the  present 
action.  (Walker  agt  Spring,  5 
Hun,  107.) 

2.  The  proper  mode  of  correcting  a 
Judgment  entered  in  a  replevin 
suit,  erroneous  in  that  it  is  for  the 
value  of  the  property,  instead  of 
being  for  its  possession,  and  in 
case  a  delivery  could  not  be  had, 
for  its  value,  is  by  motion,  and 
not  by  appeal  {Young  agt.  At- 
wood,  5  Hun,  284.) 

8.  In  an  action  of  replevin,  the  ex- 
penses of  taking  and  removing 
the  property  by  the  sheriff,  are 
not  to  be  included  in  the  damages 
given  for  its  detention.  They  con- 
stitute part  of  the  disburEements 
in  the  action,  and  should  be  added 
to  the  costs.    (Id.) 

4  An  offer  of  a  certun  price  for  the 
use  of  property  is  not  competent 
evidence  from  which  to  determine 
the  amount  of  damages  arising 
from  its  unUwf ul  detention.    (Id.) 


RETURN. 

To  certiorari  —  affidavits  showing  it 
to  be  false  cannot  be  considered — 
remedy  in  such  case.    (See  People 
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ex  rd.  8m<md$  a^  Ryken^  6  Hun^ 
625.) 

To  writ  of  error — whst  it  must  con- 
tain. {See  Woodin  agt.  PeopU,  6 
Hun^  654.) 


REVERSAL. 

Of  judgment  for  error  in  judge's 
charge.  (See  Ackari  agt  ZJandng, 
6  mm,  476.) 


RULE  48. 

Statutory  reference  —  rule  not  ap- 
plicable to.  (See  KeUogg  agt. 
WemoTy  6  Hun,  452.) 


RULE  51. 

1.  Rule  51  only  allows  a  respondent 
to  specify,  in  his  answer,  items  as 
to  which  the  decree  is  erroneous  as 
against  him  and  in  favor  of  the 
appellant  It  does  nol  authorize 
a  review  of  claims  of  the  appellant 
against  the  estate,  generally, 
woich  have  been  allowed,  or  of 
similar  claims  of  the  respondents 
which  have  been  disallowed.  (JRum 
agt.  BosSy  6  HuHy  80.) 


SALARY. 

1.  The  board  of  supervisors  for  the 
county  of  New  York,  by  the  act 
of  1868,  were  prohibited  from 
appointing  an  '*  attendant  and 
messenger"  for  this  court  in  Feb- 
ruary, 1869,  with  a  salary  different 
from  ordinary  attendants,  as  it 
was  a  new  position  specially  cre- 
ated by  them  for  the  appointee, 
as  that  office  did  not  exist  prior  to 
that  time.  (Ryan  agt  Mayor y  dte.y 
N.  Y,y  anfe,  91.) 

2.  Although  the  plaintiff  (the  ap- 
pointee) was  not  legally  appointed 
by  the  board  of  supervisors,  he 


was,  nevertheless,  an  officer  of  the 
court  and  entitled  to  his  salary 
claimed,  on  the  ground  of  an 
adoption  and  ratification  of  his 
appointment  by  the  court  and  the 
rendition  of  services  in  pursuance 
thereof.    (Id.) 


SANITARY  LAWS. 

1.  When  sanitary  ordinances  are  re- 
quired to  be  published  before  the^ 
go  into  effect,  the  requirement  is 
essential  and  the  publication  must 
be  made  in  the  manner  required 
before  the  court  can  take  cogniz- 
ance of  the  ordinance.  (Kndb&gt. 
PeopUy  anUy  140.) 

2.  Where  an  individual  is  charged 
and  prosecuted  for  keeping  and 
selling  adulterated  milk,  under  the 
rules  and  retaliations  established 
by  the  board  of  health  (Code  of 
1866  arid  amendments),  he  cannot 
be  convicted  under  section  45  of 
that  sanitary  code,  where  it  is 
made  to  appear  that  the  ordinance 
has  not  been  published  as  by  the 
act  required.    (Id.) 


SATISFACTION-PIECE. 

May  be  impeached,  when  set  up  as 
a  defense  in  an  action  on  the 
judgment  (MandofiiUe  agt  Rey- 
noldSy  5  Run,  838.) 


SERVICE. 

1.  The  service  of  a  summons  upon  a 
sheriff,  in  an  action  against  him, 
must  be  made  personally  upon 
the  sheriff.  (Sherman  agt  Von- 
ner,  ante,  29.) 

2.  The  service  of  a  summons  upon 
dthe  sheriff  by  delivering  a  copy 

thereof  to  the  under  sheriff,  in  the 
office  of  the  sheriff,  the  sheriff  at 
the  time  being'  al)sent  therefrom, 
in  pursuance  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
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utes  providing  that  every  notice 
or  other  paper  which  shall  be  re- 
quired to  be  served  on  auy  sheriff, 
may  be  served  b^  leaving  the  same 
at  the  office  designated  by  him  in 
his  notice  filed  in  the  coanty  clerk's 
office,  during  office  hours,  is  not 
a  sufficient  service  of  such  sum- 
mons.   {IcL) 

8.  Even  if  these  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  could  be  con- 
strued to  embrace  the  service  of 
notices  or  papers  by  which  an  ac- 
tion might  be  commenced  against 
the  sheriff,  they  are  repealed  by 
the  Code,  sections  468,  127  and 
184.    (Id.) 

4.  Where,  in  an  action  for  tort 
against  a  non-resident,  the  sum- 
mons is  served  by  publication  and 
judgment  is  perfected  without  an 
appearance  of  the  defendant,  the 
Judgment  is  not  in  personam,  and 
proceedings  under  section  292  of 
the  Code  cannot  be  instituted 
against  defendant  to  compel  him 
to  submit  to  an  examination  con 
ceming  his  property;  nor  is  the 
plaintiff  entitled  to  a  warrant  for 
his  arrest,  as  prescribed  by  said 
section,  on  account  of  his  refusal 
to  apply  property  in  satisfaction 
of  such  judgment  (Bartlet  agt 
McNea,  60  if!  F.,  53.) 


SET-OFF. 

1.  A  surrogate  has  no  jurisdiction 
upon  the  final  accounting  of  an 
executor  to  set  off  against  a  judg- 
ment presented  as  a  claim  against 
an  estate  a  judgment  belonging  to 
the  estate  agamst  the  owner  of 
such  judgment  The  power  to  en- 
force the  set  off  of  mutual  judg- 
ments is  of  an  equitable  nature 
and  does  not  belong  to  a  surro- 
gate's court  (StUweU  agt.  C7ar- 
p«iter,69Jf.r.,414.) 

2.  It  ieemSf  that  the  decree  of  a  sur- 
rogate allowing  a  judgment  as  a 
debt  against  the  estate,  does  not 


prevent  an  application  to  the 
proper  tribunal  to  enforce  such  a 
set-off.    (Id,) 

8.  Defendant  executed  to  plaintiff's 
testator,  W.,  a  bond  secured  by 
mortgage  conditioned  to  pay  to 
the  executor  or  administrator  of 
W.,  within  four  months  after  his 
death,  if  he  died  before  June  9th, 
1870,  $1,200 ;  if  he  died  after  that 
time,  and  before  June  9th,  1875, 
the  sum  of  $1,000.  He  died  in 
February,  1872.  In  an  action  to 
foreclose  the  mortgage,  held  (Gro- 
VER,  /.,  dissenting)^  that  defend- 
ant could  not  set  off  a  debt  due 
to  him  from  W.,  in  his  lifetime. 
(Patteraon  agt  Patterson,  59  ^  F., 
574.) 

4.  Defendant  paid  the  necessary 
funeral  expenses  of  W.  Held,  that 
these  were  a  proper  set-off.    (Id.) 

5.  The  duty  of  giving  decent  burial 
to  a  deceased  testator  who  leaves 
some  estate  devolves  upon  his  ex- 
ecutor ;  the  necessary  and  reason- 
able expenses  thereof  are  a  charge 
upon  the  estate,  and  have  a  prefer- 
ence over  all  debts  against  it  as  a 
part  of  the  expenses  of  the  trust; 
and  the  law  implies  a  promise,  on 
the  part  of  the  executor,  to  pay 
one  who,  in  the  absence  or  neglect 
of  the  executor,  from  the  neces- 
sity of  the  case,  incurs,  and  pays 
such  expenses.    (Id.) 


SHERIFF. 

1.  The  service  of  a  summons  upon  a 
sheriff,  in  an  action  against  him, 
must  be  made  personally  upon  the 
sheriff.  (Shennan  agt.  Conner, 
ante,  29.) 

2.  The  service  of  a -summons  upon 
the  sheriff  by  delivering  a  copy 
thereof  to  the  under  sheriff,  in  the 
office  of  the  sheriff,  the  sheriff  at 
the  time  being  absent  therefrom, 
in  pursuance  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes providing  that  every  notice 
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or  other  paper  which  shall  be  re- 
quired to  be  served  on  any  sheriff, 
may  be  served  by  leaving  the  same 
at  the  office  designated  by  him  in 
his  notice  filed  in  the  county  clerk*8 
office,  during  office  hours,  is  not  a 
sufficient  semce  of  such  summons. 
{Id.) 

3.  Even  if  these  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  could  be  con- 
strued to  embrace  the  service  of 
notices  or  papers  by  which  an  ac- 
tion might  be  commenced  against 
the  shmff,  they  are  repealed  by 
the  Code,  sections  468, 127  and  184 
(Id.) 

Who  may  be  summoned  by,  as  at- 
tendant at  court  of  oyer  and 
terminer.  (See  Day  agt.  Mayor ^ 
6  Hun,  95.) 

4.  An  action  can  be  maintained 
a^inst  a  sheriff,  without  a  pre- 
vious demand,  to  recover  moneys 
collected  by  him  upon  execution, 
and  which  he  has  failed  to  pay 
over  or  to  bring  into  court  The 
change  in  the  form  of  execution, 
since  the  Code,  has  not  changea 
the  rule  in  this  respect.  (N^^on 
agt  Jrerr.59  N.  r.,224.) 

5.  It  seems,  that  the  sheriff  may 
still  bring  the  money  into  court 
with  his  writ  The  clerk  of  a 
county  where  the  judgment  roll 
is  filed,  and  where  the  execution 
is  to  be  returned,  is  the  proper  offi- 
cer, as  clerk  of  the  court,  to  re- 
ceive the  money,  and  payment  to 
him  is  payment  into  court.    (Id.) 

is.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff,  to 
enforce  the  liability  imposed  by 
section  210  of  the  Code,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  failure  to  Justify  of 
plaintiff's  sureties  in  an  action  for 
the  claim  and  delivery  of  personal 
property,  defendant's  answer  al- 
leged, that  after  the  sureties  failed 
to  Justify  he  retained  possession 
of  the  property  at  the  request  of 
the  defendant  m  said  action,  and 
afterwards  surrendered  it  to  said 
defendant  upon  his  agreement  to 


relieve  him  from  all  liability. 
Heldy  that  the  facts  alleeed  consti- 
tuted no  defense  ;  that  by  except- 
ing to  the  sureties  the  defendant 
in  said  action  waived  his  right  to 
reclaim  the  property  (Code,  see.  210) 
and  it  thereupon  became  the  duty 
of  the  sheriff  to  deliver  it  forth- 
with to  the  plaintiff,  and  any 
agreement  with  the  opposite  par- 
ty to  violate  tliat  duty  was  against 
public  policy  and  void;  that  in 
the  absence  of  allegations  to  that 
eflioct  it  could  not  be  assumed  that 
the  plaintiff  assented  to  the  reten- 
tion of  the  property,  and  whether 
the  sheriff  retained  it  wrongfully 
or  not  it  was  his  duty  to  dehver  it 
to  defendant  after  and  in  obedi- 
ence to  a  Judgment  in  his  favor, 
and  the  discharge  of  that  duty 
fhrnished  no  consideration  for  the 
promise  to  release.  (Hofhemer 
agt  CampbeU,  59  N.  F.,  269.) 

7.  The  liability  imposed  by  section 
201  of  the  Code  upon  a  sheriff 
after  the  arrest  of  a  defendant, 
if  bail  be  not  given  or  the  sureties 
do  not  justify  when  excepted  to, 
is  not  absolute ;  his  liability  is 
that  of  bail,  with  its  privileges 
and  qualifications,  and  he  is  en- 
titled to  dischaige  that  liability  in 
the  same  manner  as  is  allowed  to 
ball.  (Brady  agt  Brundagey  59 
N.  F.,  810.) 

8.  Accordingly  held,  in  an  action 
against  a  sheriff  to  enforce  such 
Imbility,  that  the  court  had  power 
to  grant  an  order  exonerating 
him  upon  surrender  of  the  person 
arrested  to  actual  custody;  that 
this  power  could  be  exercised  upon 
sufficient  excuse  beinff  shown  after 
the  time  prescribed  by  the  Code 
(sec.  191),  i.  e.y  twenty  days  from  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  had 
elapsed;  that  it  was  within  the 
discretion  of  the  court  to  deter- 
mine as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
excuse,  and  its  decision  thereon 
could  not  be  reviewed  here.    (IdJ) 

9.  A  sheriff  has  no  authority  to  make 
ft  levy  by  virtue  ef  an  execution 
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after  the  return  day  thereof;  and 
where  he  omits  to  make  a  levy 
during  the  life  of  the  process  by 
direction  of  the  plaintiff,  he  is  not 
liable  for  a  failure  to  collect. 
(amith  agt  Smith,  60  N.  F.,  161.) 

10.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for 
a  failure  to  collect  an  execution, 
plaintiff*  complaint  alleged  a  de- 
livery of  the  execution  to  defend- 
ant on  the  5th  of  January,  1869. 
The  answer  alleged  that  it  was 
handed  to,  and  left  with  defend- 
ant's deputy;  plaintiffs  at  the  time 
directing  the  deputy  not  to  levy 
until  directed,  and  that  it  was  not 
delivered  in  any  other  manner. 
No  evidence  was  given  on  the 
trial  that  the  execution  was  de- 
livered at  any  other  or  different 
time.  Evidence  was  given  tend- 
ing to  sustain  the  allegations  of 
the  answer,  and  thnt  plaintiffs  did 
not  direct  a  lev^  until  after  the 
expiration  of  sixty  days.  Held, 
that  a  delivery  to  the  deputy  was 
a  delivery  to  sheriff,  and  the  alle- 
gation of  the  complaint  as  to  de- 
livery was  therefore  properly 
assumed  on  the  trial  as  admitted; 
that  the  fact  thus  established  could 
not  be  challenged  as  untrue  or 
varied  to  affect  the  merits  upon 
appeal;  that  if  the  directions 
were  given  as  alleged  by  defend- 
ant, he  was  exonerated  from  lia- 
bility; and  that  a  refusal  of  the 
court  to  submit  the  question  to  the 
jury  was  error.    {Id.) 


SHERIFF'S  DEED. 

In  legal  effect,  equivalent  to  con- 
veyance by  judgment  debtor.  {See 
ReUseU  agt  BaT^er,  6  Hun,  584.) 


SHORT  SUMMONS. 

1.  A  justice  of  the  peace  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  issue  a  short  sum- 
mons, under  section  83  of  the  non- 
imprisonment  act  of  1831  (4  Edm.y 
Stat.,  472),  without  the  affidavit 


required  by  section  19  of  article 
2,  title  4,  chapter  2,  part  3  of  the 
Revised  Statutes.  {Wende  agt. 
Bradley,  6  Hun,  518.) 

2.  The  affidavit  should  state  that 
the  defendant  is  a  non-resident; 
that  the  cause  of  action  arose  upon 
contract,  and  facts  showing  that 
the  defendant  cannot  be  arrested 
under  the  provisions  of  the  non- 
imprisonment  act  It  need  not 
state  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  resident. 
If  he  is  a  resident,  the  justice  has 
jurisdiction  to  issue  the  summons 
without  taking  security,  even 
though  the  fact  has  not  been 
proved  before  he  issues  the  sum- 
mons.   (Id.) 

8.  It  is  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to 
state  in  his  affidavit  that  tlie  cause 
of  action  arose  upon  contract,  ex- 
press or  implied.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary that  he  should  go  into  the 
particulars  of  his  demand.    {Id,) 

4.  Where  a  short  summons  was 
issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace 
upon  an  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff, 
stating  that  he  had,  as  he  be- 
lieved, a  good  amse  of  action 
arisinff  on  contract  against  the 
defendant,  **  upon  which,  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  the  thirty- 
first  section  of  the  act  to  abolish 
imprisonment  for  debt,  tind  to 
punish  fraudulent  debtors,  no 
warrant'*  could  issue,  and  that 
both  plaintff  and  defendant  were 
non-residents  of  the  county,  held, 
that  the  affidavit  was  sufficient 
and  the  summons  properly  issued. 
{Clarkhgt  WeUingion,5Hun,  639.) 

SPECIAL  PLEA.      , 

Trial  on,  cannot  be  reviewed   by 
.  writ  of  error  to  review  subsequent 

trial  and  conviction  on  the  merits. 

{See  King  agt.  People,  5  Hun,  297.) 


SPECIAL  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  It  was  the  intent  of  the  act  of 
1854  {chap.  270,   Lmoa  of  1854), 
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regulating  appeals  in  special  pro- 
ceedings, to  assimilate  them  to 
appeals  from  judgments  in  ac- 
tions, and  will  re  the  decision  in 
such  a  proceeding  is  reversed  be- 
cause of  a  defect  in  evidence 
which  may  be  supplied,  a  new 
trial  should  be  ordered,  or  in  case 
of  the  reversal  of  an  order  vaca- 
ting an  assessment  a  rehearing  at 
special  term.  (In  re  Anderson.  60 
N.  r.,  467.) 


SPECIAL  TERM. 

1.  At  a  regular  circuit  and  special 
term,  after  the  trials  of  jury  causes 
are  closed,  the  judge  may  properly 
adjourn  the  special  term  to  the 
judge's  chambers  in  the  same 
count;^,  for  the  trial  and  hearing 
of  equity  causes.  {Mrst  Nat  Bank^ 
Hondoui^  agt.  Hamilton^  ante^  116.) 

2.  Where,  at  the  trial  of  such  equity 
cause,  the  objection  is  taken  by 
the  defendants  that  the  special 
term  is  irregularly  held — the  j  udge 
not  having  the  power  to  adjourn  it 
from  the  court-house  to  his  cham- 
bers—  which  objection  is  over- 
ruled and  Judgment  rendered  for 
the  plain  tin  on  the  merits,  the  de- 
fendant cannot,  without  any  leave 
being  given,  move,  at  a  subsequent 
special  term,  to  vacate  the  judg- 
ment on  the  same  ground,  present- 
ing the  precise  questions  which 
were  adjudicated  on  the  rendition 
of  the  judgment.    (Id.) 

8.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  motion 
once  heard  and  determined  cannot 
be  renewed  without  leave,  and  the 
reason  of  that  rule  applies  in  f\ill 
force  to  this  motion.    (Id.) 

4.  The  error  of  one  special  term  can- 
not be  corrected  by  a  motion  made 
at  another,  but  can  only  be  reme- 
died by  an  appeal.    (Id.) 

6.  The  provision  of  the  Code  (sec.  24, 
cu  amended  in  1862),  authorizing 
the  adjournment  of  special  terms 


to  the  chambers  of  any  justice  of 
the  court  residing  in  the  district, 
does  not  author^  the  transfer  of 
the  trial  of  a  local  action  to  an- 
other county,  but  was  intended 
simply  to  facilitate  the  transaction 
of  such  business  as  might  have 
been  done  in  the  county  to  which 
the  term  was  adjourned.  (Oould 
&gt  BenneU,  59  N.  T.,  124) 

6.  Accordingly,  hMy  where  the  Jus- 
tice holding  a  special  term  in  the 
county  of  W. ,  at  which  an  action 
for  the  loreclosure  of  a  mortgage 
upon  real  estate,  situate  in  that 
county,  was  upon  the  calendar, 
adjourned  the  term  to  his  cham- 
bers in  the  county  of  E.,  and  pro- 
ceeded to  try  the  action  at  the 
adjourned  term,  i^ainst  the  ob- 
jections of  defendant,  that  the 
same  was  error.    (Id.) 

7.  Also,  held,  that  the  error  was  not 
obviated  by  the  fact,  that,  after 
partly  trying  the  cause,  the  justice 
acj^ourned  further  proceedings  in 
the  trial  to  a  special  term  there- 
after to  be  held  in  the  county  of 
W.,  at  which  further  testimony 
was  taken,  and  judgment  given, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  this  was  ad- 
ditional error,  as  the  court  h^d  no 
auUiority,  without  their  consent, 
to  require  parties  to  go,  with  their 
witnesses,  from  county  to  county. 

{m 

8.  An  action  for  the  foreclosure  of 
a  mortgage  was  noticed  for  trial 
at  a  regular  special  term ;  both 
parties  appeared,  and  their  attor- 
neys consented  to  try  it  at  an  ad- 
journed special  term,  where  the 
trial  was  had  without  objection. 
Heldj  that  this  was  a  waiver  of 
any  objection  to  the  regularity  of 
the  adjourned  term.  (White  agt. 
CkmUer,  59  N.  F.,  629.) 


STATUTORY  REFERENCE. 

On  a  statutory  reference  between  an 
executor  and  a  claimant  against 
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the  estate,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
file  the  testimony  taken  before 
the  referee.  (Kellogg  agt.  Wemery 
6  Hun,  452.) 


STIPULATION. 

Prescribed  by  court  as  condition  of 
refusing  to  grant  order  of  refer- 
ence— when  form  of,  not  reviewed. 
(See  McAndrew  agt  Place,  5  Hun, 
286.) 

When  it  admits  plaintifTs  case,  (tiee 
Brewster  agt  Manning,  6  Hun, 
530.) 


STREETS  AND  AVENUES. 

1.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  regularity 
of  the  proceedings  for  opening  a 
street)  tliat  Uie  common  council  | 
resolve  to  acquire  the  Utle  to  the  , 
land  for  such  purpose,  instead  of  I 
taking  the  land,  where  the  terms  . 
of  the  charter  of  the  city  describe 
the  effect  of  the  final  proceeding, 
that  '*the  fee  simple  absolute  of 
the   ground,    with   the   appurte- 
nances so  taken,  shall  be  vested  in 
the  city."    The  resolution,  there- 
fore, is  literally  tnie.    (Matter  of 
Orange  Street,  ante,  244.) 

2.  The  notice  required  by  the  charter 
to  be  published,  of  the  application 
for  the  appointment  of  commis- 
sioners, is  defective,  where  it  does 
not  "  specify  and  describe  as  par- 
ticularly as  may  be  practicable, 
the  ground,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, which  may  be  required," 
Ac.,  so  that  each  party  interested 
would  recognize  his  property  from 
the  description ;  but  instead  thereof 
gives  a  general  description  of  the 
entire  strip,  which  the  street,  as 
proposed,  will  take,  and  bounding 
It  as  a  single  lot,  and  without  any 
reterence  to  the  several  lots  from 
which  it  is  taken,  and  without  any 
description  of  the  **  appurte- 
nances "  upon  each.    (Id.) 


8.  Where  it  appears  that  there  were 
two«resolutions  passed  by  the  com- 
mon council  on  different  da^s,  for 
the  appointment  of  commissioners, 
&c  one  to  open  O.  street,  from  K. 
to  5.  street,  and  the  other  to  open 
it  from  S.  street  to  R.  street,  and 
the  order  treats  them  as  one  appli- 
cation, and  appoints  three  commis- 
sionei*s  to  assess  damages  and  bene- 
fits upon  it  as  a  single  improve- 
ment, it  is  error.    (Id.) 

4.  For  the  two  errors  stated,  the 
court  refused  to  confirm  the  report 
of  the  commissioners.    (Id.) 


5. 


The  charter  of  the  city  of  Troy, 
in  reference  to  opening  and  wid- 
ening streets  and  avenues,  does 
not  prescribe  with  what  particu- 
larity the  route  of  the  proposed 
street  or  avenue  shall  be  described. 
A  description  given  in  the  petition 
to  the  common  council  for  laying 
out  Madison  avenue  was  as  fol- 
io vvs:  **  Commencing  at  the  east 
end  of  Madison  street,  as  laid 
down  on  the  city  map,  and  then 
extending  easterly  to  a  point  on 
the  Hollow  road,  at  or  near  the 
residence  of  Michael  Grady." 

Held,  that  this  description  would 
be  likely  to  locate,  with  reasonable 
certainty,  the  proposed  avenue,  so 
that  the  route  could  be  understood, 
which  is  all  the  charter  required, 
and  was  sufilcient.  (Havermam 
agt  (Htyof  Tray,  ante,  510.) 


6.  Where  the  common  council  had 
approved  of  the  veto  of  the  mayor 
of  such  proceedings,  it  did  not 
terminate  the  proceedings  so  as  to 
require  a  new  petition,  where,  at 
the  same  meeting,  the  route  of  the 
avenue  was  somewhat  changed, 
but  not  in  such  a  glaring  and  fla- 
grant departure  from  the  route 
designated  in  the  petition  and  no- 
tice as  to  deprive  the  common 
council  of  jurisdiction  in  the  mat- 
ter.   (Id.) 

7.  Such  proceedmgs  are  not  fatally 
defective,  in  consequence  of  the 
omission   by  the   committee,  ap- 
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pointed  by  the  common  council 
to  negotiate  for  the  land,  to  make 
application  to  each  landowner 
whose  land  was  to  be  taken  for  the 
avenue,  where  the  committee  had 
reported  to  the  common  council 
their  inability  to  agree  with  some 
of  the  landowners  to  negotiate  or 
sell  their  land,  upon  which  report 
the  common  council  proceeded  to 
apply  for  the  appointment  of  com 
missioners  of  estimate  and  assess- 
ment  of  damages,  &c.,  as  the  ap- 
plication for  a  commission  did  not 
prevent  further  negotiation  for  the 
land  of  those  who  were  willing  to 
sell ;  and  it  would  not,  even  after 
the  appointment  of  commission- 
ers.    {Id.) 

8.  It  is  no  objection  to  such  proceed- 
ings that  the  proposed  route  of  the 
avenue  takes  in  a  small  portion  of 
a  farm  belonging  to  the  county, 
and  occupied  for  county  purposes, 
where  such  farm  will  not  be  ren- 
dered less  valuable  thereby.    (Id.) 


8TRUCK  JURY. 

1.  From  necessity,  as  well  as  by  stat- 
ute, the  commissioner  of  jurors  for 
the  city  and  county  of  New  York 
must  complete  a  list  of  all  jurors 
liable  to  serve,  and  file  in  the  office 
of  the  county  clerk  a  certified  copy 
thereof,  and  he  shall,  from  time  to 
time,  return  the  names  of  any  per- 
sons omitted  on  the  list;  and  all 
those  sent,  up  to  the  time  of  the  se- 
lection of  the  struck  jury,  are  those 
from  which  the  selection  is  made. 
{PiBople  agt  Ticeed,  anUy  202.) 

sy  The  summoning  of  only  twenty- 
three  jurors,  whose  names  appear 
on  the  list  of;  jurors  trom  which  the 
selection  of  the  struck  juiy'&hould 
have  been  made,  and  whom  the 
elisors  chose,  and  of  one  additional 
person,  whose  name  does  not  ap- 
pear on  the  list  to  which  the  choice 
must  be  limited,  and  whom  the 
elisors  did  not.  in  fact,  so  designate, 
is  good  grouno  for  challenge  to  the 
array.    {Id.) 


8.  The  statute  provides  that  the  eli- 
sors shall  select  forty-eight  names 
from  the  original  list  of  jurors  re- 
turned to  the  clerk.  From  this  list 
each  party  may  strike  ofl;  alternate- 
ly, twelve  names,  leaving  twenty- 
four  jurors,  from  which  the  regu- 
lar panel  of  twelve  is  to  be  drawn 
for  the  trial  of  the  cause.  (PtopU 
agt.  Tweedy  ante^  273.) 

4.  If  the  elisors,  in  selecting  the  forty- 
eight  names,  make  a  mistake  as  to 
the  christian  name  of  one  of  them, 
and  the  mistake  is  not  discovered 
until  the  list  is  completed,  and  it 
turns  out  that  the  name  seleirted 
and  entered  by  the  elisors  repre- 
sents a  competent  juror  by  that 
name,  the  sheriff  has  no  authority 
to  summon  the  person  intended  lo 
be  chosen  by  the  elisors,  nor  has  the 
court  any  authority  to  substitute 
the  person  intended  for  the  one 
actually  drawn.  The  mistake  pre- 
sents good  ground  for  challenge  to 
the  array.    (Id.) 

5.  A  challenge  to  the  array  of  a  struck 
jury  cannot  be  sustained,  on  the 
ground, 

Firsts  That  the  various  lists  of 
jurors  returned  to  the  clerk's  office 
of  the  county  were  imperfect,  be- 
cause the  conmiissioner  of  jurors 
had  not,  when  this  jury  was  seUct- 
ed,  made  lists  of  jurors  whom  he 
had  adjudged  competent  and  liable 
to  serve,  as  he  was  required  to  do 
by  chapter  495  of  the  laws  of  1847. 

Second.  Because  the  elisors  have 
placed  upon  the  list  of  names 
sundry  individuals  who  had  been 
stricken,  some  by  the  plaintiff  and 
others  by  the  defendant,  from  the 
list  made  by  them  in  the  first  cause. 

Third.  Because  among  the  twen- 
ty-four names  is  one  John  H.  Cas- 
well, who,  on  the  29th  day  of  Octo- 
ber, 1875,  was  exempted  by  the 
commissioner  of  jurors  from  jury 
duty.   (People 9^.  Tw€ed,anU,i^.) 

6.  This  act  of  the  commissioner, how- 
ever, was  subsequent  to  the  mak- 
ing and  filing  of  the  list  of  jurors 
in  the  clerk's  office,  upon  which  he 
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was  returned  as,  and  adjudged  to 
be  liable  to  serve  as,  a  juror;  and 
tbe  name  was  on  the  list  of  jurors 
from  which  the  selection  was  to  be 
made. 

Fourth,  Because  tbe  name  of 
William  P.  Douglass,  whose  name 
is  also  on  the  panel  returned,  has  a 
domicile  in  the  county  of  Queens, 
votes  there,  and  has  done  jury  duty 
there.    (Id.) 

7.  The  name  of  Mr.  Douglass  was 
upon  the  list  returned  to  the  clerk's 
office,  and  was  taken  therefrom  in 
obedience  to  the  mandate  of  the 
struck  jury  act.  Even  if  he  had  a 
right  to  be  excused  when  called  as 
a  juror,  this  would  not  render  the 
whole  panel  a  nullity. 

Fifth.  Because  the  list  of  jurors 
selected  to  try  this  cause  has,  and 
the  original  one  of  forty-eight 
names  had,  one  written  Julius  W. 
Catlin,  whereas  the  name  upon  the 

feneraljury  list  is  correctly  vnritten 
ulius  CatUD,  Jr.    {Id,) 

8.  There  is  but  one  Catlin,  whose 
christian  name  is  Julius;  and  the 
law  is  well  settled  that  there  is  only 
one  christian  name  recognized,  and 
the  giving  wrongly,  or  the  failure 
to  give  a  second,  is  no  error.    {Id.) 

9.  Under  the  statute,  this  coart  pos- 
sesses the  same  power  to  order  the 
summoning  of  talesmen  to  com- 
plete the  panel  of  a  struck  jury  that 
it  has  in  the  case  of  a  common  jury. 
(People  agt.  Tweed,  ante,  286.) 

10.  Where  it  appears  that  the  sheri£f 
is  a  party  in  interest  in  the  action, 
although  not  of  record,  a  coroner 
will  be  ordered  to  summon  the 
tales  jurors.    (Id.) 


SUBMISSION     OP      CONTRO- 
VERSY WITHOUT  ACTION. 

1.  A  submission  is  not  within  the 
purview  of  section  872  of  the 
Code,  which  propounds  certain 
legal  interrogatories  to  the  court, 
not  decisive  of  the  proper  judg- 


ment to  be  rendered  on  the  facts 
stated,  and  then  fixes  the 
ment  to  be  rendered  as  they'shi 
be  answered;  and  the  court  is  not 
required  to  answer  such  questioDs, 
particularly  where  the  effect  of 
the  answer  would  be  to  foreclose 
the  rights  of  other  parties*  who 
cannot  be  heard,  although  it  may 
lead  to  a  settlement  of  the  contro- 
versy between  the  parties  to  tbe 
submission.  (Wood  agt  Squires, 
60  N.  F.,  191.) 

2.  Under  said  section  the  facts  are 
to  be  stated  and  the  court  is  to 
render  "judgment  thereon.'*  (Id,) 


SUMMARY  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  An  affidavit  stating  that  a  sum- 
mons, issued  under  chapter  828  of 
1868,  and  returnable  November 
twqnty-fifth,  was  served  Novem- 
ber twenty-ihird,  is  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  requirements  of  the 
law  as  to  service.  (People  ex  rel. 
Frost  agt.  Marvin  Sqfe  Co. ,  5  Sun, 
218.) 

2.  Defendants  became  the  pwners  in 
fee  of  certain  premises,  which  had 
been  leased  to  M.  for  a  specified 
term,  with  a  clause  in  the  lease 
that  the  tenancy  should  terminate 
at  the  option  of  the  landlord^ 
after  sixty  days'  notice.  M.  had 
sublet  a  portion  of  the  premises 
to  plaintiff.  M.  subsequently, 
in  consideration  of  $800,  can- 
celed his  lease,  waived  notice  to 
quit,  and  agreed  to  vacate.  By 
virtue  of  a  warrant,  issued  in  sum- 
mary proceedings,  instituted  by 
defendants,  who  claimed  the  right 
of  possession  under  the  surren- 
der, plaintiff's  property^  was  re- 
moved from  the  premises.  The 
proceedings  were  thereafter  re- 
versed, in  an  action  under  the 
statute  (2  R  S.,  516,  sec.  40),  to 
recover  damages,  held,  that  there 
being  no  prohibition  against  sub- 
letting in  the  lease  to  MT,  the  plain- 
tiff acquired  a  valid  term,  subject 
to  the  conditions  of  the  original 
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lease  to  M.,  and  of  his  own  ;  that 
the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  were  not 
affected  by  the  surrender;  that 
defendants  thereby  became  his 
immediate  landlords,  with  only 
such  rights  as  M.  would  have  had 
to  the  possession  before  the  ex- 
piration of  the  term ;  and  that,  by 
their    forcible    dispossession    of 

Elaintlff,  defendants  became  Ha- 
le  as    trespassers.      {Eten   agt. 
Xwy«^r,  60iV.  F.,  253.) 


SUMMONS. 

1.  The  service  of  a  summons  upon 
a  sheriff,  in  an  action  against  him, 
must  be  made  personally  upon  the 
sheriff.  (Sherman  tigt  Oonneryarite^ 
28.) 

2.  The  service  of  a  summons  upon 
the  sheriff  by  delivering  a  copy 
thereof  to  the  under  sheriff,  in  the 
office  of  the  sheriff,  the  sheriff  at 
the  time  being  absent  therefrom, 
in  pursuance  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes providing  that  every  notice 
or  other  paper  which  shall  be  re- 
quired to  be  served  on  any  sheriff, 
may  be  served  b^  leaving  the  same 
at  the  office  designated  by  him  in 
his  notice,  filed  in  the  county 
clerk's  office,  during  office  hours, 
is  not  a  sufficient  service  of  such 
summons.    {Id.) 

8.  Even  if  these  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  could  be  con- 
strued to  embrace  the  service  of 
notices  or  papers  by  which  an  ac- 
tion migh^  be  commenced  against 
the  sheriff,  they  are  repealed  by 
the  Code,  sections  468,  127  and 
184.    (Id.) 

The  service  of  a  summons  upon  a 
non-resident  while  attending  as  a 
witness,  in  good  faith,  the  trial  of 
an  action  in  one  of  the  courts  of 
Uiis  state,  is  irregular  and  will  be 
set  aside.  (Person  agt.  Pardee^  6 
Hun,  477.) 

4.  The  summons  in  an  action  forms 
no  part  of  Uie  pleadings  and  can- 


not be  resorted  to,  to  aid  in  the 
interpretation  thereof.  If  the 
complaint  does  not  follow  the  sum- 
mons, the  remedy  of  the  party  is 
by  motion.  (Graves  agt.  WaiU,  59 
.  r.,  166.) 


'I 


SUPPLEMENTAL  COMPLAINT. 

1.  This  action  was  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  publication 
by  defendants,  in  a  paper  edited 
by  them,  of  a  libel  concerning 
these  plainliffs.  After  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  plain- 
tiffs, having  learned  that  the  de- 
fendants had  circulated  (prior  and 
in  one  case  subsequent  to  the 
commencement  of  this  suit)  other 
newspaperswhich  had  copied  and 
published  the  alleged  libel,  mark- 
ing it  so  as  to  call  attention  to  it, 
moved  for  leave  to  file  a  supple- 
mental complaint  setting  up  these 
facts.  Held,  that  the  motion 
should  be  granted.  (Corbm  agt 
Knapp,  6  -flSn,  197.) 

Consolidation  of  corporations  —  acts 
authorizing,  need  not  be  specifi- 
cally alleged.  (See  Prouty  agt. 
Lake  Shore  dt*Mich.  Southern  R.U. 
Oo.,  6  Hun,  246.) 


SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEED- 
INGS. 

1.  Where,  in  an  action  for  ton 
against  a  non-resident,  the  sum- 
mons is  served  by  publication  and 
judgment  is  perfected  without  an 
appearance  of  the  defendant,  the 
judgment  is  not  in,  personam,  and 
proceedings  under  section  292  of 
the  Code  cannot  be  instituted 
against  defendant  to  compel  him 
to  submit  to  an  examinatioh  con- 
cerning his  property ;  nor  is  the 
plaintiff  entitled  to  a  warrant  for 
his  arrest,  as  prescribed  by  said 
sectioh,  on  account  of  his  refusal 
to  apply  property  in  satisfaction 
of  such  judj?ment  (BarUeit  agt. 
McNeU,  60  N.  Y,,  68.) 
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SURETIES. 

1.  It  appeared  that  there  were  three 
sureties,  with  the  collector,  who 
signed  his  bond,  to  wit,  P.,  A.  and 
B.,  and  that  P.  and  A.  were  co- 
partners doing  a  banking  business 
under  the  firm  name  of  P.  &  Co. 
That  prior  to  the  execution  of  the 
collector's  bond,  P.  &  Co.  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  the  col- 
lector that  the  latter  should  deposit 
the  taxes  collected  by  him,  from 
time  to  time,  with  the  firm  of  P. 
&  Co.,  and  for  doing  so  they  would 
allow  him  a  certain  sum  as  inter- 
est, and  would  become  sureties, 
individually,  upon  his  bond.  This 
agreement  was  carried  out,  and 
after  the  collector  bad  collected 
and  deposited  a  large  portion  of 
the  taxes  as  agreed,  P.  &  Co.  failed 
and  became  bankrupt,  having  con- 
verted to  their  own  use  and  oene- 
fit  the  whole  of  the  taxes  thus  de- 
posited with  them,  and  these  tunds 
were  not  traceable  in  the  hands  of 
the  firm  or  in  their  assets,  nor  else- 
where. 

Heldy  that  P.  and  A.  by  enter- 
ing into  such  an  agreement  with 
the  collector,  which  was  void  as 
against  public  policy,  thus  aided 
him  in  committing  a  breach  of 
trust,  and  in  putting  it  out  of  his 
power  to  execute  the  duties  of  col- 
lector, as  they  severally  had  by 
their  bond  to  the  supervisor  un- 
dertaken he  should.  ( Wilder  agt. 
Butterfiddy  ants,  385.) 

Heldy  also,  that  the  appropna- 
tion  of  the  taxes  by  P.  and  A.  to 
their  own  use,  under  the  circum- 
stances, placed  them  personally  in 
equity,  in  the  position  of  principal 
debtors ;  therefore,  the  propertv 
subjected  to  the  lien  of  the  bond, 
belonging  to  the  collector,  to  P. 
and  A.,  or  either  of  them,  ought  to 
be  sold  in  enforcement  and  fore- 
closure of  the  liens  caused  by  fil- 
ing the  bond,  before  any  safe  of 
the  other  obligor's  real  estate.  If 
•  a  deficiency  fiiiould  remain  after 
such  first  sale,  then  the  real  estate 
of  the  other  obligor  should  be  sold. 
(Id.) 


2.  A  collector's  bond  for  taxes,  per- 
fect on  its  face,  apparently  duly 
executed  by  all  whose  names  ap- 
pear therem,  purporting  to  be 
signed,  sealed  and  delivered,  and 
actually  delivered  to  and  approved 
bjr  the  supervisor  to  whom  it  was 
given,  without  any  stipulation  or 
notice  of  any  condition,  cannot  be 
avoided  by  the  sureties  upon  the 
ground  that  they  signed  it  on  a 
condition  that  it  should  not  be 
delivered  unless  it  was  executed 
by  another  person  who  did  not 
execute  it.  {Richardson  agt.  Rog- 
ers^ante^  408.) 

3.  Especially  should  such  sureties 
be  held  liable  where  they  allowed 
the  bond  to  stand  unquestioned  in 
the  hands  of  the  supervisor,  and 
the  collector  to  proceed  with  the 
collection  of  the  taxes  and  the  de- 
posit of  the  same  in  the  hands  of 
another  of  the  sureties,  and  the 
failure  of  the  latter,  before  mov- 
ing in  the  matter.    {Id.) 

4.  The  conclusions  reached  in  the 
case  of  Wilder  a^.  Butterfield  {ante^ 
as  to  the  questions  arising  there, 
must  control  any  like  questions 
arising  in  this  case.    {Id.) 

5.  Where  a  bond  with  sureties  ^iven 
by  a  contractor  for  the  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  to  do  certain 

'  public  work  for  the  city  of  New 
York,  is  presented  to  the  comp- 
troller of  the  city  for  his  approval 
and  he  refuses  to  do  so,  not  on  the 
ground  that  the  sureties  are  in- 
sufilcient  or  that  the  bond  is  not 
in  proper  form,  but  on  the  ground 
of  certain  objections  to  the  assess- 
ments made  for  the  work  to  be 
done  under  the  contract,  a  per- 
emptory mandamus  will  issue  to 
compel  him  to  pass  upon  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  tx>nd  and  the  sure- 
ties, and  either  approve  of  them 
or  reject  them  for  insufilciency. 
{People  ex  reL  McKoton  agt  Oreen, 
ante,  500.) 

Undertaking  on  arrest — discharge 
of —2  Rev.  Stat  380.  {See  Stark 
agt.  Hemsteady  6  Hun^  301.) 
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SURROGATE'S  COURT. 

1.  The  power  given  to  a  surrogate 
to  compel  an  accounting  by  an 
administrator  is  not  exclusive,  but 
concurrent  with  that  of  the  su- 
preme court,  and  an  action  for 
that  purpose  and  to  prevent  the 
wasting  of  the  trust  estate'  on  be- 
half of  those  interested  therein,  is 
maintainable,  {ffaddow  agt  Lun- 
dy.mN.  F.,820.) 

2.  The  provision  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (2  R.  8.,  80,  sec.  67),  requir- 
ing that  the  testimony  taken  by  a 
surrogate  in  a  controversy  in  ref- 
erence to  the  granting  of  letters  of 
administration,  &c,  shall  be  en- 
tered in  a  proper  book,  does  not 
affect  the  character  as  evidence  of 
the  original  minutes  from  which 
the  entry  is  made ;  if  the  book  is 
evidence,  the  original  is  higher 
evidence.    (Id.) 

8.  A  surrogate  has  no  jurisdiction 
upon  the  final  accounting  of  an 
executor  to  set  off  against  a  judg- 
ment presented  as  a  claim  a^inst 
an  estate  a  jud^ent  belongmg  to 
the  estate  agamst  the  owner  of 
such  judgment.  The  power  to 
enforce  the  set  off  of  mutual  judg- 
ments is  of  an  equitable  nature  and 
does  not  belong  to  a  surrogate's 
couit.  {SaiweU  agt.  Carpenter ^  69 
if.  F.,  414,) 

4.  It  seems,  that  the  decree  of  a  sur- 
rogate fdlowing  a  judgment  as  a 
debt  against  the  estate,  does  not 
prevent  an  application  to  the 
proper  tribunal  to  enforce  such  a 
set-off.    (Id.) 


TAXATION. 

1.  The  stock  of  foreign  corporations, 
owned  by  individuals  or  corpora- 
tions in  this  state,  is  not  taxable 
here.  The  legal  situs  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  a  corporation  is  in  the 
state  by  which  it  was  created,  and 
does  not  depend  upon  the  nature 
or  locality  of  the  investments  in 


which  the  capital  of  the  corapanv 
may  chance  to  be  made.  (Pec^ 
ex  rd.  Padik  MaU  8.  8.  Oo.  agt. 
Corns,  of  Ihxes,  6  Hun,  200.) 

When  evidence  of  person  assessed 
is  conclusive  upon  assessors  — 
when  assessors  not  concluded  by 
opinion  of  witnesses  as  to  value  of 
property.  (8ee  People  ex  reit.  Os- 
wego Canal  Co.  agt  Citv  of  Oswego, 
6  Run,  117.) 

Exemption  from,  accorded  to  reli- 
gious corporations,  does  not  in- 
clude assessments  for  local  im- 
provements. {Bee  Mai^^r  (^  Harlem 
Presbyterian  Church,  6  Hun,  442.) 


TENDER. 

1.  A  tender  to  be  valid,  must  be 
made  to  the  creditor,  or  to  some 
person  authorized  to  receive  it  on 
his  behalf.  (Qrussy  agt.  Schneider, 
ante,  134.) 

2.  A  bank  check  is  not  a  legal 
tender;  and  where  such  a  check 
is  returned  to  the  debtor  promptly, 
with  the  information  that  the  in- 
terest (the  amount  of  the  check) 
must  be  paid  at  the  residence  of 
the  creditor  immediately,  or  he 
will  proceed  to  foreclose  the  mort- 
gage for  both  principal  and  inter- 
est, and  the  debtor  has  ample  time 
to  act  upon  tbis  information  be- 
fore the  thirty  days  expire  in 
which  the  principal  will  become 
due  for  non-payment  of  the  in- 
terest, but  chooses  to  regard  a 
tender  he  had  made  of  the  inter- 
est to  a  person  not  authorized  to 
receive  it,  and  by  whom  it  was 
refused  on  that  express  ground, 
as  a  valid  tender  in  law,  and  to 
take  the  consequences,  there  is  no 
good  reason  why  equity  should 
relieve  him  from  a  position  in 
which  he  has  volimtarily  placed 
himself.    (Id.) 

• 

8.  To  make  a  valid  tender,  the 
money  must  be  actually  produced 
and  offered  to  the  creditor  without 
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imposing  any  conditions  or  re- 
stnctions  whatever.  {Cashman 
agt.  MarUuy  aiUe^  837.) 

4.  Where  the  plaintiff  stated  to  de- 
fendant's agent  tliat  if  the  interest 
was  not  paid  on  that  day,  he 
would  commence  an  action  of 
foreclosure  on  the  following  day, 
this  plainly  showed  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  ready  and  willing  to  ac- 
cept the  interest.    (Id.) 

5.  The  plamtiff  was  not  bound  to 
waive  any  claim  he  had  b^  reason 
of  the  default  by  the  defendants 
in  the  payment  of  the  taxes  and 
assessments  on  the  property  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  his  ri^ht 
to  have  his  interest  paid  to  him. 
{Id.) 

Of  assignment  of  judgment — neces- 
sary to  maintenance  of  action,  to 
recover  on  notes  of  which  it  is 
the  consideration.  (See  Berringer 
agt.  Wengenrothy  6  Hun,  581.) 

Where  no  notice  of  the  assignment 
of  a  mortgage  has  been  ^ven  to 
the  mortgagor,  a  tender  to  him 
of  the  amount  due  on  the  mort- 
gage extinguishes  the  lien  of  the 
mortgage  as  effectually  as  pay- 
ment thereof..  (See  MeUeU  agt. 
Barber,  6  Hun,  584.) 


TICKET. 

When  does  not  entitle  passenger  to 
ride  over  either  of  two  railroad 
routes —  when  he  must  pay  extra 
fare.  (See  Bennett  agt.  iv.  z.  Cfen. 
d  Hud,  RRIi.Go,,5  Hun,  599.) 


TITLE. 

1.  Where  an  owner  of  real  estate 
dies  possessed  thereof,  leaving  a 
widow  and  two  infant  children, 
also  leaving  three  brothers  and  one 
sister,  all  residing  in  Ireland  and 
aliens,  except  one  naturalized 
brother   residing    here,    on    the 


death,  a  few  years  subsequently  to 
the  owner's  death,  of  the  widow 
and  the  two  infant  children,  the 
title  to  the  premises  vests  abso- 
lutely in  the  naturalized  brother, 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  other 
brothers  and  sisters.  (Lea/ry  agt 
Leary,  ante,  122.) 

2.  The  title  to  such  premises  does 
not  escheat  to  the  state,  and  the 
possession  thereof  for  twenty 
years  does  not  ripen  into  an  ad- 
verse possession  where  the  occu- 
pant has  been  an  alien  for  five 
years  of  that  time  and  not  enti- 
tled to  hold  real  estate.    (Id:) 


TORT. 

When  action  is  on  contract  and  not 
in  tort  (See  Sfieahan  agt.  Shana- 
han,  5  Hun,  461.) 

Action  for  money  misappropriated 
by  attorney  —  when  on  contract. 
(see  Harden  agt.  Carbett,  6  Hun, 
522.) 

TRADE. 

1.  Where  the  seller  of  a  butcher's 
business  enters  into  a  covenant 
with  the  purchaser  of  it  that  he 
will  not  engage  in  or  carry  on  said 
business  during  five  years,  within 
certain  limits,  m  connection  with 
a  sale  of  his  entire  establishment, 
and  the  good-will  of  the  business, 
within  the  prescribed  limits,  giv- 
ing up  possession  to  the  purchaser, 
such  covenant  is  broken  by  the 
seller  when,  within  a  year,  he  es- 
tablishes the  same  business  just 
outside  of  the  prescribed  limits, 
and  by  his  aeent  supplies  a  por- 
tion of  his  old  customers  residing 
within  said  limits,  whether  such 
supplies  are  furnished  at  the  solici- 
tation of  the  covenantor  or  his 
agent,  or  merely  at  the  solicitation 
of  the  customers,  if  the  traffic  is 
carri«i  on  sufficiently  to  consti- 
tute a  business.  (Sander  agt  Hof- 
man,  ante,  449.) 
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Contract  in  restraint  of — when  void. 
(See  Curtis  agt.  Ooke^,  5  flw/i,  555.) 


TRADE  MARK. 

1.  Courts  of  equity  will  interfere  to 
prevent  one  person  from  impos- 
ing upon  or  deceiving  the  cus- 
tomers of  another  by  means  of 
simulated  labels,  marks,  indicia 
or  advertisements,  but  it  must  be 
shown  that  the  devices  adopted 
are  such  as  would  ordinarily  lead 
persons  dealing  in  the  articles  to 
suppose  them  to  be  the  same. 
{Tallcot  agt.  Moore,  6  Huriy  106.) 

Use  of  name.  (See  Phdan  agt.  (M- 
lender,  6  Hun,  244.) 

Use  of — when  injunction  granted 
to  restrain.  (See  Tallcot  agt.  Moore, 
0  Hu7i,  106.) 

2.  An  exclusive  right  cannot  be  ac- 
quired to  the  use  of  the  words 
'*gold  medal"  as  a  trade  mark 
upon  the  wrappers  of  a  manufac- 
tured article.  The  words  so  used 
do  not  indicate  ownership  or  origin 
but  quality,  and  that,  in  some 
competitive  exhibition,  a  gold 
medal  had  been  awanled  to  the 
article  for  its  excellence,  and  so 
they  cannot  be  appropriated  as  a 
trade  mark.  (Taylor  agt.  Gillies, 
59  N.  Y.,  881.) 


TRIAL. 

1.  At  a  regular  circuit  and  special 
term,  after  the  trials  of  jury  causes 
are  closed,  the  judge  may  properly 
adjourn  the  special  term  to  the 
judge's  chambers  in  the  same 
county,  for  the  trial  and  hearing 
of  equ ity  causes.  (F^rst  Nat.  Ban£, 
Sondout,  agt.  Hamilton,  ante,  116.) 

2.  Where,  at  the  trial  of  such  equity 
cause,  the  objection  is  taken  by  the 
defendants  that  the  special  term  is 
irregularlv  held  —  the  judge  not 
having  the  power  to  adjourn  it 


from  the  court-house  to  his  cham- 
bers — which  objection  is  overruled 
and  judgment  rendered  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  merits,  the  defend- 
ant cannot,  without  any  leave  be- 
ing given,  move,  at  a  subsequent 
special  term,  to  vacate  the  judg- 
ment on  the  same  ground,  present- 
ing the  precise  questions  which 
were  adjudicated  on  the  rendition 
of  the  judgment    (Id.) 

8.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  motion 
once  heard  and  determined  cannot 
be  renewed  without  leave,  and  the 
reason  of  that  iiile  applies  with  full 
force  to  this  motion.    (Id,) 

4  The  error  of  one  special  term  can- 
not be  corrected  by  a  motion  made 
at  another,  but  can  only  be  reme- 
died by  an  appeal.    (Id) 

Remedy  of  party  where  finding  is 
too  general.  JSee  Simmons  agt. 
Richardson,  5  Hun,  177.) 

Witness  —  irrelevant  questions  for 
the  purpose  of  discrediting — dis- 
cretionary with  court  (See  Ped 
agt  Kem,  6  Hun,  298.) 

Order  refusing  to  postpone  —  how 
reviewed.  (See  Martin  agt.  Hkks, 
6  Hun,  71.) 

Request  by  defendant  for  direction 
of  verdict  in  his  favor  —  effect  of 
on  ri^ht  to  claim  that  case  should 
have  been  submitted  to  the  jury. 
(See  Strong  agt  N.  Y.  Laundry 
Manufacturing  Co.,  6  Hun,  528.) 

5.  Where,  in  an  equity  action,  specific 
questions  of  fact  are  ordeped  to  be 
tried  by  a  i}iv^(Code,  sec.  254),  and 
their  verdict  is  produced  and  used 
upon  the  trial  of  the  action,  no  ap- 
plication having  been  made  to  set 
it  aside,  the  general  term  has  no 
authority  to  set  it  aside  and  order 
a  new  trial,  on  appeal  from  the 

udgment    (Jackson  agt.  Andrews^ 
19  N.  Y,  244.) 

6.  There  is  no  analogy  between  such 
a  case  and  that  of  a  special  verdict 
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as  in  the  latter,  if  all  the  essential 
facts  are  not  passed  upon,  no  other 
mode  of  determining  them  is  pro- 
vided, while  in  the  former  the  re- 
maining issues  may  be  tried  by  the 
court    (Id.) 

7.  Where  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint are  admitted  by  the  answer 
and  it  is  assumed,  upon  the  trial  of 
the  action,  that  the  facts  stated  in 
the  complaint  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  no  objection  being  taken 
by  the  defendant,  or  the  attention 
of  the  court  called  in  any  manner 
to  any  defect  therein,  it  is  to  be  as- 
sumed that  defendant  conceded  his 
liability,  and  the  objection  cannot 
be  taken  in  this  court  for  the  first 
time,  that  the  facts  stated  do  not 
constitute  a  cause  of  action.  (Hof- 
hemer  agt  GampbeU,  59  N.  F.,  369.) 

8.  When  evidence  oflfered  is  objected 
to  and  excluded  upon  a  specific 
ground,  the  party  objecting  must 
be  confined  thereto  and  cannot 
rely  upon  another  defect  upon  ap- 
peal unless  it  be  one  that  could 
not,  in  any  manner,  have  been 
remedied  upon  the  trial.  {Gary 
agt.  TFAtte,  59  iV;  F.,  888.) 

9.  Plaintiff,  in  getting  off  one  of  de- 
fendant's cars  while  in  motion, 
received  an  injury.  In  an  action 
to  recover  damages  therefor,  it  ap- 
peared that  she  was  directed  to 

§et  off'  when  she  did,  but  the  evi- 
ence  was  conflicting  as  to  whe- 
ther the  direction  was  given  by  a 
brakeman  or  by  a  person  not  con- 
nected with  the  running  of  the 
train.  The  court  charged,  in  sub- 
stance, that  it  was  immaterial  who 
gave  the  direction ;  it  was  for  the 
jury  to  say  whether  it  was  pni- 
dent  for  her,  acting  under  the  ad- 
vice so  given  by  anybody,  to  alight 
from  the  train.  Held^  error  ;  that 
if  directed  by  a  brakeman  or  em- 
ploye, the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to 
assume  that  she  could  get  on  with 
safety,  although  the  train  was  in 
motion  ;  but  not  so  if  the  direc- 
tion was  given  by  another  passen- 
ger, as  she  could  have  no  reason 

Vol.  L  79 


to  suppose  the  latter  knew  more 
about  the  safety  of  the  act  than 
herself.  (FOern^i.N.  F.  G,  TLB. 
Go.,mN.  F,  851.) 

10.  The  submission  of  an  action  for 
negligence  to  a  juiy  is  not  author- 
ize where  a  plaintiff's  evidence  is 
equally  consistent  with  the  ab- 
sence as  with  the  existence  of  neg- 
ligence, as  in  such  case  the  evi- 
dence tails  to  establish  negligonco. 
(Baulec  agt.  N.  F.  <fc  H.  R,  R. 
Go.,  59  K  F,  856.) 

11.  Where  an  answer  of  the  court  to 
a  question  of  the  jury  is  not  re- 
sponsive, it  will  not  be  construed 
as  a  refusal  to  charge  upon  the 
points  inquired  of,  and  an  excep- 
tion thereto  will  not  be  available 
unless  the  attention  of  the  court  is 
called  to  the  fact  and  an  oppor- 
tunity thus  given  to  correct  the 
misapprehension.  (Boeklen,  agt. 
Hardmb&rgh,  m  N,   F,  8.) 

12.  In  an  action  upon  two  promissory 
notes,  defendants  pleaded,  among 
other  things,  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions. Upon  the  trial  the  question 
was  not  raised,  and  no  exception 
was  taken  in  reference  to  it.  Hddy 
that  as  the  objection,  if  it  had  been 
raised  upon  the  trial  might  have 
been  obviated  by  proof  of  a  re- 
newal of  the  notes  or  a  waiver  of 
the  statute,  the  question  could  not 
be  raised  upon  appeal.  (Osgood 
agt.  TooU,  60  N.  F,  475.) 


UNDERTAKING. 

1.  Upon  an  undertaking  given  upon 
an  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals, 
from  an  order  of  the  general  term 
reversing  a  judgment  of  the  special 
term  and  granting  a  new  trial  — the 
appellant  giving  the  usual  stipula- 
tion for  jud^ent  absolute  on 
affirmance,  and  the  court  of  appeals 
affirm  the  judgment  of  the  general 

-  term,  with  costs  to  the  respondent 
of  the  appeal  to^that  court — the 
liability  of  the  sureties  on  the  un- 
dertaking extends  to  the  costs  of 
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the  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals 
only.  (Seaman  agt.  McReynolds^ 
ante,  421.) 

2.  Where  the  complaint,  in  an  action 
brought  npon  an  undertaking 
given  in  pursuance  of  section  848 
of  the  Code,  fails  to  allege  the  ser- 
vice of  a  notice  of  the  entry  of  the 
judgment  of  affirmance  upon  the 
adverse  party  ten  days  previous  to 
the  commencement  of  the  action, 
it  is  defective;  and  a  demurrer 
thereto,  on  the  ground  that  it  fails 
to  state  a  cause  of  action,  should 
be  sustained.  (Porter  agt.  Kings- 
bury, 5  Hun,  597.) 

On  granting  injunction — recovery 
in  action  upon,  limited  to  amount 
specified  therein.  (See  Lawton 
agt.  Oreen,  5  ffun,  157.) 

On  arrest  —  liability  of  bail  where 
pliers  in  proceedings  for  dis- 
charge from  arrest  are  not  filed 
within  three  months.  (See  MiUs 
agt.  HOdreth,  5  Hun,  364.) 

On  arrest — amount  of  bail.  (See 
People  agt  Tioeed,  5  Hun,  882.) 

8.  No  consideration  is  necessary  to 
support  an  undertaking  given  upon 
a  claim  for  the  delivery  of  per- 
sonal property,  pursuant  to  the 
Code,  besides  the  claim  itself. 
Certain  property  claimed  by  A 
was  in  the  possession  of  6.  In 
order  to  settle  the  dispute  as  to 
its  ownership,  it  was  agreed  that 
B  should  bring  an  action  claim- 
ing the  delivery  of  the  property. 
Accordingly  an  action  was  com- 
menced and  an  undertaking  was 
given,  signed  by  the  defendants 
in  this  action,  conditioned  for  a 
return  of  the  property  or  the  pay- 
ment of  its  value,  the  possession 
of  the  property  by  A  being  ad- 
mitted by  stipulation.  None  of 
the  formalities  required  by  the 
Code  were  complied  with.  The 
action  in  replevin  having  been 
decided  in  favor  of  A,  he  insti- 
tuted this  one  upon  the  under- 
taking, the  validity  of  which  was 


denied  bv  the  defendants  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  without  con- 
sideration. Heid,  that  no  con- 
sideration was  necessary  to  sup- 
port the  undertaking,  and  that 
the  defendants  were  estopped  from 
disputing  its  validity.  (Harruan 
agt.  UU^,  6  Hun,  565.) 

4.  Where  upon  an  appeal  from  an 
order  of  general  term  granting 
a  new  trSil,  an  undertaking  is 
given  beyond  what  is  require^  by 
section  834  of  the  Code,  for  the 
perfecting  of  an  appeal,  so  much 
thereof  as  is  in  excess,  unless  a 
consideration  therefor  can  be 
shown,  aliunde,  to  exist,  is  with- 
out consideration,  and  cannot  be 
enforced.  (Post  agt  Doremus,  60 
N.  F.,371.) 

5.  The  word  "  damages "  in  that 
section,  and   in    an  undertaking 

§iven  under  it,  does  not  include 
amages  ,  already  adjudged,  or 
which  may  thereafter  be  recovered 
by  the  respondent  in  the  court 
below,  but  only  that  which  is 
awarded  by  this  court    (Id,) 

6.  Upon  such  an  appeal  an  under- 
taking was  given,  which,  aside 
from  that,  required  by  said  sec- 
tion, contained  an  agreement  that, 
*Mf  the  judgment  so  appealed 
from,  or  any  part  thereof,"  was 
affirmed,  or  the  appeal  dismissed, 
the  appellant  would  "  pay  the 
amount  directed  to  be  paid  by  the 
said  judgment,''  or  the  part  thereof 
affirmed,  and  all  damages  and 
costs  awarded  against  him  on  the 
appeal.  In  a  case  submitted  under 
section  872  of  the  Code,  it  was 
stated  that  the  undertaking  was 
accepted  by  respondent's  attor- 
neys as  sufficient,  and  that  accord- 
ingly, said-  attorneys  stayed  all 
proceedings  in  the  supreme  court 
pending  tne  api>eal,  Hdd,  that 
this  did  not  show  a  considera- 
tion for  that  portion  of  the  under- 
taking above  stated;  but  con- 
ceding there  was  a  consideration 
therefor,  no  liability  attached,  as 
the  precedent  event  upon  which 
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the  liability  depended,  t.  e.,  the 
affirmaQce  of  tlie  judgment,  could 
not  happen,  no  judgment  havine 
been  appealed  from ;  if  the  worS 
^*  judgment'' should  be  construed 
to  include  an  order,  then  the  diffi- 
culty remains,  as  the  order  ap- 
pealed from  directs  the  payment 
of  no  amount.    (Id.) 


USURY. 

1.  Where  an  agent  for  the  loaning  of 
money  takes  a  boniu  beyond  legal 
hiterest  for  himself,  without  tlie 
knowledge  of  the  principal,  it  does 
not  affect  with  usury  the  loan  of 
the  principal.  {BBterly  agt.  Fwrdy^ 
ante,  8(K).) 

2.  The  cases  of  CandU  agt.  Baidmn 
(21 N.  F.,  219)  and  BeU  agt.  Day  (82 
If,  F.,  165)  settle  this  doctrine,  al- 
though it  is  probable  that  had  not 
OondU  agt.  BcUdtoin  preceded  BeU 
agt.  Day,  a  different  rule  would 
have  been  adopted.    {Id.) 

3.  The  parties  to  a  mortgage  given 
for  a  definite  sum  may  agree,  upon 
payment  down  of  a  part  of  that 
sum,  to  make  it  an  equitable  secu- 
rity for  future  advances.  And  it* 
would  be  competent  to  prove  by 
parol  that  it  was  given  to  secure 
an  open  account,  the  balance  of 
which  was  continually  varying. 
(Id.) 

Action  brought  under  chapter  163, 
1870  —  plaintiff  must  allege  and 
prove  payment  of  usurious  inter- 
est by  him.  (See  Nash  agt.  Manu- 
fo/cturers  and  Traders'  Bank,  6 
Hun,  568.) 

4  Since  the  decision  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States  in  The 
Farmers  and  Mechanics'  Bank  of 
Buffalo  agt.  Bearing,  a  state  bank, 
under  the  provisions  of  chapter 
163  of  1870  forfeits  onlv  the  in- 
terest where  a  note  has  been  dis- 
counted by  it  at  a  usurious  rate 
of  interest  This  statute  operates 
retroactively,  and  takes  away  the 


previous  penalty  for  usury.  (Bank 

of  Monroe  agt.  Finlay,  6  llun,  584. 

• 

5.  An  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  author- 
ized to  loan  the  sum  of  $5,000  for 
them,  arranged  with  the  defend- 
ant to  loan  her  that  sum  upon 
the  agreement  that  he  should 
retain  therefrom  $150  for  his  own 
services,  and  $850  for  the  plain- 
tifib,  as  a  bonus  for  the  loan.  The 
agent  was  not  authorized  to  loan 
the  money  at  a  greater  rate  than 
seven  per  cent,  nor  was  any  part 
of  the  bonus  received  by  the  plain- 
tiffs. Held,'  that  the  loan  was 
usurious.  (Estevez  agt  Purdy,  6 
Hun,  46.) 


VERDICT. 

1.  The  court  is  not  authorized  to 
direct  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict 
for  a  party,  where  there  is  a  con- 
flict in  the  evidence,  or  a  dispute 
about  the  facts,  unless  there  is 
such  a  preponderance  of  evidence 
on  one  side  that  a  verdict  to  the 
contrary  would  be  set  aside  as 
being  against  evidence.  Whether 
there  be  anv  evidence  is  for  the 
court;  whether  there  be  sufficient 
evidence  is  for  the  jury.  (Sher- 
loood&gi.  Mercantile Mui.  Ins.  Co., 
5  Hun,  116.) 

2.  Although  the  failure  of  a  party, 
against  whose  objection  and  ex- 
ception evidence  has  been  ad- 
mitted, to  object  to  the  direction 
of  a  verdict  by  the  court,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  general  term, 
does  not  waive  the  irregularity 
thereby  committed,  yet,  if  he  ex- 
pressly consents  to  such  disposi- 
tion of  the  case,  he  cannot  there- 
aner  insist  that  there  has  been  a 
mistrial.  (Byrnes  agt  Oity  cf 
Cohoes,  5  Hun,  602.) 

3.  In  criminal  cases,  where  the  ac- 
•  cused  has  plead  not  guilty,  the 

court  has  no  power  to  bring  in  a 
verdict  of  guilty.  (Hoiodt  agt. 
People,  5  Hun,  620.) 
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4.  Where  a  defendant  requests  the 
court  to  direct  a  verdict  in  his 
favor,  he  thereby  assumes  that 
there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts, 
and  allows  the  iustice  presiding 
to  be  substituted  in  the  place  of 
the  jury,  and  is  concluded  by  his 
findings.  He  cannot,  therefore, 
upon  appeal  under  a  general  ex- 
ception to  the  subsequent  direc- 
tion of  a  verdict  in  lavor  of  the 
plaintiff,  insist  that  there  were 
questions  in  the  case  which  should 
have  been  submitted  to  the  jury. 
(Strong  agt.  iV.  F.  Laundry  Manu- 
facturing Ob.,  6  Sun,  528.) 

Where  inconsistent  findings  are 
made  on  the  same  evidence.  (See 
J^aU  agt.  K.  T.  a  d  H,  iJ.  R, 
R,  Go.,^  Hun,  806.) 


VERIFICATION. 

Jurat  is  not  part  of  complaint — 
demurrer  not  proper  remedy  for 
error  appearing  by  the  jurat.  {See 
State  Bank  of  Clean  agt.  Shaw^  5 
Hun,  114) 


WAIVER. 

Of  unauthorized  sale,  by  receiving 

Sayments.    (See  Richard  agt.  Wef- 
ngton,  5  Hun,  181.) 

Power  of  insurance  agent  to  waive 
payment  of  premium  —  condition 
in  policy  as  to  repairs  —  when 
waived.  (See  Hotchldss  agt  Oer- 
mamia  Fire  Ins.  Oo,,  5  Hun,  90.) 

When  privilege  of  objecting  to  dis- 
closure of  information  by  physi- 
cian not  waived.  (See  mUngion 
agt  MutuaX  Life  Ins.  Co.,  5  Hun,  1.) 

Charging  jury  on  Sunday — when 
objeclionsto,  waived.  (See  Roberts 
agt  Bower,  5  Hun,  558.) 

Consent  of  party  to  direction  of 
verdict  subject  to  opinion  of 
general    term  —  effect    of.      (See 


Byrnes  agt.  City  of  Cohoes,  5  Hun^ 
602.) 

Order  discontinuing  action  on  pay- 
ment of  costs  and  $100  extra 
allowance  —  right  to  appeal  from, 
waived  by  compliance  with  con- 
ditions of  order.  (See  Dambmann 
agt.  SchuLting,  6  Hun,  29.) 

1.  One  who  has  entered  a  judgment, 
part  of  which  is  in  his  favor,  and 
an  independent  part  not,  and  has 
resisted  an  appeal  taken  by  the 
other  party,  and  upon  affirmance 
in  this  court  and  the  sending  down 
of  the  remittitur  has  causS^d  the 
decision  here  to  be  made  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  cannot 
thereafter  appeal  from  the  whole 
judgment  By  these  acts  of  elec- 
tion he  waives  his  right  to  api>eal, 
although  the  time  therefor  tias  not 
expired.  (Oenet  agt  Davenport^ 
59  if.  r.,648.) 


WARRANTY. 

1.  The  answers  made  by  a  person 
seeking  to  have  his  life  insured 
constitute  warranties,  and  must 
be  substantially  true,  or  the  policy 
will  be  void.  (TTr^A^agt  Equit- 
able Life  Ins.  Co.,  ante,  867.) 


WILL. 

1.  This  action  was  brought  for  the 
construction  of  the  will  of  the  tes* 
tator,  John  C.  Lloyd.  The  fourth 
clause  of  the  will,  which  is  the 
principal  one  considered,  reads  as 
follows  : 

"Fourth.  I  give  and  bequeath 
to  my  wife,  Jane  Lloyd,  the  inter- 
est, income,  and  profit  of  thirty 
thousand  ($30,000)  dollars  during 
her  natural  life,  payable  semi- 
annually, the  principal  to  be  in- 
vested by  my  execuiors  according 
to  the  best  of  their  understanding. 
After  the  death  of  Jane  the  prin- 
cipal to  be  divided  as  follows,  viz  : 
to  my  brother  Alexander  C.  Lloyd, 
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and  my  sisters  Eliza  Howe  and 
Mai;garet  Robinson,  five  tliou- 
sand  ($5,000')  eacli  —  the  balance 
to  be  equally  divided  in  equal 
proportions  between  my  nephews 
«nd  nieces,  children  of  my  late 
brother  James  Lloyd,  and  my 
brother  Alexander  Cf.  Lloyd,  and 
also  my  sisters  Eliza  Howe  and 
Margaret  Robinson  that  may  be 
living  at  the  death  of  my  wife 
Jane  Lloyd."  (Uoyd  agt.  Van 
Antwerp^  81.) 

%  The  question  to  be  determined 
was :  When  did  the  ownership  of 
the  principal  sum  of  $5,000,  be- 
queathed to  his  brother  and  each 
of  his  sisters,  vest,  immediately  or 
upon  the  death  of  the  widow? 
if  Immediately,  the  shares  of  the 
legatees  who  died  before  the  widow 
would  not  go  to  the  survivors  ;  if 
it  did  not  vest  until  the  death  of 
the  widow,  then  the  survivors 
would  take.     (Id,) 

8.  The  testator  devised  to  his  execu- 
tors his  estate,  real  and  personal, 
to  receive  the  rents,  income  ana 
profits  thereof,  during  the  life  of 
his  son  James  W.,  with  directions 
to  pay  the  same  to  his  sons  and 
daughter,  the  trust  to  terminate 
upon  the  death  of  James  W., 
when  he  devised  the  prmcipal  of 
his  estate  to  his  sons  and  daughter. 
The  will  contained  a  provision, 
that  in  case  of  the  death  of  either 
of  his  children,  leaving  lawful  is- 
sue, the  issue  should  take,  of 
income  and  principal,  the  same 
share  which  the  parent  would 
have  been  entitled  to  if  living. 

Held^  that  upon  the  death  of 
one  of  the  testator's  sons  before 
the  termination  of  the  trust,  leav- 
ing a  widow  and  one  son,  the  son 
succeeded  to  all  the  rights  of  his 
father  in  the  trust  estate  ;  and 
upon  the  death  of  her  son  intes- 
tate, leaving  his  mother  him  sur- 
viving, the  mother,  as  next  of  kin 
and  heiress  at  law,  succeeded  to 
the  interest  of  her  son  in  the  trust 
estate.  {Embury  agt.  Sheldon^  anUy 
324.) 


4  The  administrator  havmg  subse- 

auently  died,  his  executrix  brings 
lis  action  to  recover  the  amount 
of  money  expended  by  the  admin- 
istrator out  of  his  private  funds 
for  the  benefit  of  the  defendants' 
estate.  The  defense  is  that  such 
expenditure  was  made  without 
lawful  authority  —  that  it  was 
expended  generally  without  refer- 
ence to  an  J'  one  child — ih&t  on 
the  death  of  their  mother,  the 
femtde  children  took  the  personal 
estate  and  the  male  the  real,  and 
the  grant  of  the  relief  prayed  for 
will  take  the  share  of  one  child 
and  give  it  to  another. 

nSd,  that  the  disposition  of  this 
case  turns  upon  the  construction 
of  the  will  mentioned.  The  letter 
of  the  will  does  provide  for  a  di- 
vision of  the  estate  among  the  chil- 
dren on  the  death  of  the  mother  ; 
but  the  spirit  of  the  will,  which 
evidences  the  intent  of  the  testa- 
tor, also  provides  that  the  devise 
to  the  widow  and  mother,  of  the 
whole  estate,  is  upon  "  the  consid- 
eration that  she  should  care,  pro- 
vide, and  educate  our  children 
until  they  ^re  of  age."  The  ob- 
ject of  the  will  was  to  provide  for 
the  children  during  theu*  minority 
from  the  whole  estate,  and  it  fol- 
lows that  the  real  estate  would  be 
divided  among  the  male  children 
and  the  personal  among  the 
female  —  only  after  such  object 
had  been  accomplished,  and  not 
immediately  upon  the  death  of 
their  mother.  This  disposes  of 
the  objection  that  a  iudgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  may  take 
from  the  share  of  one  child  to  pay 
the  debt  of  another.^  {Brandon 
agt.  Brandhnj  ante,  828.) 


WITNESS. 

1.  A  subpana  duces  tecum  may  be  re- 
sorted to  on  the  examination  of 
any  person  as  a  witness,  whether 
a  party  or  not,  and  whether  he 
be  examined  at  the  trial,  or  pre- 
viously. {SmiVi  agt.  McDonald, 
anl^,  519.) 
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2.  But  a  itubrxena  duces  tecum  may 
not  be  used  as  a  means  of  obtain- 
ing a  discovery,  and  the  party 
calling  for  tlie  production  of  boolcs 
and  papers  on  the  preliminary 
examination  of  a  party,  or  other 
witness,  before  trial,  will  be  re- 
quired to  pursue  the  examination 
with  respect  to  their  contents,  in 
the  same  manner,  and  subject  to 
the  same  lules  as  if  the  trial  were 
actually  proceeding  in  court.   (Id.) 

3.  There  is  no  discrepancy  between 
sections  890  and  891  of  the  Code, 
providing  for  the  examination  of 
a  defendant  as  a  witness  before 
trial,  and  section  888,  under  which, 
in  certain  cases,  an  inspection  and 
copy  of  books  and  papers  may  be 
obtained.    {Id.) 

4.  In  an  action  brought  to  recover 
upon  a  policy  of  insurance,  the 
insurance  company  offered  to 
prove,  by  phvsicians.  that  the  as- 
sured was  affected  with  numerous 
diseases,  from  knowledge  thereof 
which  they  had  obtained  by  their 
attendance  on  him  as  physicians, 
and  not  from  any  information  re- 
ceived from  him.  The  evidence 
was  excluded.  Held  (l\  that  the 
objection  that  the  evidence  was 
admissible  because  it  did  not  ap- 
pear that  the  information  excluded 
was  necessary  to  enable  the  physi- 
cians to  prescribe,  not  haviog 
been  made  at  the  trial,  would  not 
be  entertained  on  appeal ;  (2),  that 
the  objection  that  the  statute  (2  R. 
8.,  406,  sec.  78)  did  not  prohibit 
the  disclosure  of  knowledge  ac- 
quired otherwise  than  by  com- 
municati(^8  made  by  the  patient, 
was  not  well  taken,  as  the  word 
information  comprehends  the 
knowledge  which  the  physicians 
acquire  in  any  wav  while  attend- 
ing the  patient,  wnether  by  their 
own  insight,  or  from  statements 
made  the  patient  or  others,  given 
to  the  physician  in  aid  of  his  duty. 
(Edington  agt  Mut.  Life  Ins  Go.^  5 
ITuHy  1.) 

5.  The  statute  (3  B.  S.,  406,  sec.  78) 
does  not  apply  only  to  the  medical 


attendant  or  family  physician,  but 
embraces  a  physician  who  casually 
or  otherwise  attends  or  prescribes 
for  the  patient.  This  statute  was 
not  repealed  by  the  Code,  section 
890.    {Id.) 

6.  The  privilege  of  objecting  to  such 
disclosure  was  not  waived  by  the 
party's  referring  to  the  physician 
in  the  answers  to  the  questions 
contained  in  his  application  for 
insurance;  1st.  Such  reference 
was  made  simply  that  the  state- 
ments of  the  assured  might  be 
verified  by  inquiries  to  be  made  of 
the  physician,  and  not  for  the  pur- 
pose 01  having  him  examined  as  a 
witness.  2d.  One  cannot  waive  a 
right  which,  from  its  nature,  must 
belong  to  another,  and  which,  in 
the  usual  course  of  things,  can 
never  be  claimed  b^  him^f,  be- 
cause it  is  brought  into  existence 
by  his  death.    (Jd.) 

7.  When  a  witness  who  has  been 
examined  de  bene  esse  in  a  cause 
does  not  appear  on  the  trial  there- 
of, it  is  competent  for  a  party 
proposing  to  sl^ow  that  he  was  too 
unwell  to  attend,  to  give  evidence 
as  to  his  declarations  made  in 
answer  to  questions  put  to  him 
shortly  before  the  trial,  as  to  his 
ability  to  be  present  (Mc Arthur 
agt  Soule^  5  Hun^  68.) 

8.  Where,  upon  the  cross-examina- 
tion of  one  of  defendant's  wit- 
nesses, his  attention  was  called  U> 
an  affidavit,  and  he  stated  that  he 
had  made  it,  and  that  he  remem- 
bered all  that  was  in  it,  held^  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  read 
the  affidavit,  to  show  that  it  con- 
tained statements  contradictory  of 
those  made  by  the  witness  upon 
the  trial.  {HonsUne  agt  O'DonneU^ 
5  ff an,  412.) 

9.  QumrCy  whether  the  whole  affida- 
vit, or  only  that  portion  contain- 
ing the  contradictory  statements, 
should  be  read.    {Id.) 

10.  Some  three  years  after  the  occur- 
rence of  the  transaction  in  ques- 
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tioD,  and  shortly  before  the  trial 
of  the  action,  one  of  defendant's 
witnesses,  at  the  request  uf  defend- 
ant's counsel,  signed  an  affidavit 
setting  forth  tiie  disputed  facts. 
Upon  the  trial  ttie  witness  contra- 
dicted some  of  the  statements 
therein  contained.  Held,  that  the 
defendant  could  not  show  the  wit- 
ness the  paper  for  the  purpose  of 
refreshing  his  memory.    (Id.) 

11.  The  proper  Ciiurse  in  such  cases 
is  to  examine  the  witness  in  the 
usufd  way,  and  if  his  evidence 
contradicts  written  statements 
previouslv  made  by  him,  to  inter- 
rogate him  respecting  the  latter 
for  the  purpose  of  probing  his  re- 
collection and  obtaining  an  ex- 
planation of  his  inconsistency. 
(Id.) 

Hostility  of,  to  party  — may  be 
shown  by  threats  made  seven  years 
before  trial  —  impeachment  of — 
what  questions  proper.  (See  Uotch- 
kufs  agt.  Oermania  Fire  Ins,  Go. ,  5 
Hun,  90.) 

Opinion  of,  as  to  damages  caused 
by  nuisance  —  when  inadmissible. 
(aeeWhitrmre  agt.  Bischoff,  5  Hun, 
176.) 

When  one  of  two  persons  jointly  in- 
dicted for  rape,  is  competent  wit- 
ness —  when  prisoner  testifies, 
record  of  former  conviction  of 
petit  larceny  is  admissible  as 
affecting  his  credit,  (ike  People 
agt.  Satterlee,  5  Hun,  167.) 

• 

New  trial — when  not  granted,  be 
cause  of  death  of  material  witness. 
(See  Baker  agt.  Lever,  5  Hun,  114.) 

Contempt  —  refusal  of  witness  to 
answer  questions  —  power  of  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  to  commit  for. 
(See  Rutherford  agt.  Holmes,  5 
Hun,  317.) 

Opinion  of,  as  to  physical  condition 
of  party  —  when  admissible  in 
evidence.  (See  HunUy  agt.  Van 
Buren,  5  Hun,  648.) 

Code,  section  399  —  party  cannot 
testify  in  behalf  of  co-plaintiff  or 


co-defendant.     (See  Bennett  agt 
AusUn,  5  Hun,  636.) 

12.  The  limit  of  a  cross-examination 
is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
and  a  re-cross-examination  on  the 
same  subject  is  purely  discretion- 
ary, and  is  the  subject  of  excep- 
tion only  when  such  discretion  is 
abused.  (Knight  agt  Cunnington, 
6  Hun,  100.) 

13.  Inquiries  on  irrelevant  topics  to 
discredit  a  witness,  and  the  extent 
to  which  a  course  of  irrelevant 
inquiry  may  be  pursued,  are  mat- 
ters submitted  to  the  sound  dis- 
cretion of  the  trial  court.  The 
exercise  of  that  discretion  is  not 
the  subject  of  legal  review,  ex- 
cept in  cases  of  plain  abuse  and 
injustice.  (Peel  agt.  Kern,  6  Hun, 
298.) 

Service  of  summons  on  while  attend- 
injij  the  trial  of  an  action  —  irregu- 
lar. (See  Permn  agt.  Pardee,  6 
Hun,  477.) 

When  competent  under  Code,  sec- 
tion 399.  (See  Conway  agt.  MotdUm^ 
6  Hun  650 ;  Muiqueen  agt.  Duffy, 
id.,  299;  Howell  agt.  Van  Siden,  id., 
115;  Knight  agt  Cunnington,  id,, 
100.) 

WRIT  OF  ERROR. 

Preliminary  trial  on  special  plea 
cannot  be  reviewed  by  writ  of 
error  to  review  subsequent  trial 
and  conviction  on  the  merits.  (See 
King  agt  People,  5  Hun,  297.) 

1.  A  writ  of  error  does  not  lie, 
either  in  civil  or  criminal  cases, 
except  from  a  final  judgment  oi 
the  court  to  which  the  writ  is 
directed.  Plai  ntiff  in  error,  having 
been  arraigned  in  the  court  of 
oyer  and  terminer,  pleaded  not 
guilty,  and  also  interposed  two 
special  pleas,  each  to  the  whole 
indictment  A  demurrer,  inter- 
posed by  the  attorney-general  to 
the  special  pleas,  having  been 
sustained,  the  plaintiff  sued  out  a 
writ   of   error.      Held,  that    the 
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Judgment  was  not  a  final  one,  and 
that  the  writ  should  be  dismissed. 
(BngeH  agt.  PwpU,  6  Htin,  262.) 

2.  A  writ  of  error  to  review  a  con- 
viction in  an  inferior  criminal 
court,  will  be  dismissed  when  no 

'  judgment  or  judgment  record  has 
been  entered,  or  is  returned  to 
the  court  issuing  the  writ  ( Woodin 
agt  Pe(^,  6  Hvn,  654.) 

8.  While  a  bill  of  exceptions  in  a 
criminal  action  ought  regularly  to 
be  settled  by  the  Judges  before 
whom  the  indictment  was  tried, 
the  parties  may  consent  that  the 
settlement  be  had  at  a  subsiquunt 
term  before  the  judges  then  com- 
posing tlie  court,  although  not  the 
ones  who  sat  \x\Yyvi  the  trial. 
{Woodd^LPeopU,^^  N.  F.,  117.) 

4.  A  bill  of  exceptions  so  settled  was 
returned  upon  a  writ  of  error.  It 
did  not  appear  that  there  was  any 
objection  to  the  settlement  at  the 
time  it  was  made,  or  that  any  ap- 
plication was  made  to  correct  the 
recoi'd,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
bill  of  exceptions  was  improperly 
inserted.  Held,  that  the  presump- 
tion was,  the  settlement,  as  made, 
was  consented  to,  and  an  objection 
to  the  regularity  thereof,  upon  the 
argument  of  the  case  here,  would 
not  l>e  entertained.    {Id.) 

5.  Under  the  act  of  1863  {chap.  226, 
Zaww  of  1863), amending  the  provis- 
ion of  the  Revised  Statutes  (2  R.  8., 
741,  sec.  24)  relating  to  writs  of  er- 
ror in  criminal  cases,  this  court  has 
power  where,  upon  a  writ  of  er- 
ror, it  appears  that  the  conviction 
was  legal  and  regular  but  the  sen- 
tence illegal,  to  affirm  the  convic- 
tion and  remand  the  CHse  to  the 
court  below  that  the  proper  sen- 
tence may  be  imposed.  {Harris 
agt.  PeopUy  59  iV:  F.,  699.) 

WRIT  OF  PROHIBITION. 

Practice  —  when  does  not  conform 
to  statute.  (See  Matter  of  Cameron^ 
6  Eun,  290.) 


1.  A  writ  of  prohibition  from  the 
supreme  court  cannot  affect  the 
practice  or  jurisdiction  of  this 
court,  or  the  rights  of  parties  to 
its  process  and  a  hearing  thereon. 
Any  question  as  to  its  jurisdic- 
tion, the  rights  of  parties  to  appeal 
or  the  validity  of  an  app^,  is 
for  the  court  alone  to  determine. 
{Thomson  2^1.  Tracy, m  N.  K,  31.) 

2.  The  office  of  a  writ  of  prohibi- 
tion is  to  prevent  the  exercise  br 
a  tribunal  possessing  judicial  pow- 
ers of  jurisdiction  over  matters 
not  within  its  cognizance,  or  to 
prevent  it  from  exceeding  its  juris- 
diction in  matters  within  its  cog- 
nizance. It  does  not  lie  to  restniin 
a  ministerial  act,  nor  can  it  take 
the  place  of  a  writ  of  error  or 
other  proceeding  to  review  Judi- 
cial action,  or  of  a  suit  in  equity 
to  prevent  or  redress  fraud.    {Id.) 

3.  The  character  of  the  writ  was  not 
changed  by  the  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  (2  R.  8.,  687,  tec. 
61)  providing  that  tlie  party  in 
whose  behalf  the  unauthorized 
Jurisdiction  is  invoked,  may  be 
enjoined  with  the  court  from  fur- 
ther proceedings  in  the  suit  or 
matters  specified.  The  writ  will 
not  operate  to  restrain  the  party 
named  therein  generally,  or  from 
doing  any  act  save  proceeding  in 
the  pendmg  suit  or  matter.    {Id.) 

4.  In  a  contested  will  case,  the  will 
was  admitted  to  probate  by  the 
surrogate  ;  after  appeal  from  his 
deoriee,  letters  were  issued  to  the 
executors ;  upon  appeal  to  this 
court  the  decree  of  the  surrogjate 
was  reversed.  A  writ  of  prohibi- 
tion was  thereafter  issued,  directed 
to  the  surrogate  and  executors, 
which,  by  its  terms,  enjoined  the 
executors  from  acting  m  any  way 
as  such.  Ueld^  that  such  writ  was 
not  effectual  to  prevent  the  execu- 
tors from  prosecuting  an  appeal 
to  this  court  from  a  judgment 
against  them,  in  their  representa- 
tive capacity,  or  to  restrain  their 
action  in  regard  to  such  appeal 
{Id,) 


■\ 


INDEX. 


A. 


ACTION. 


PA«I. 


By  people  as  trustee  for  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation — amend- 
ment of  complaint 481 


AGREEMENTS. 

In  writing— reformation  of — 
principles  controlling 201 

When  not  in  restraint  of  trade 
—  injunction 868 


ALIENS. 

Title  to  real  estate  by  descent, 
cannot  claim  —  adverse  pos- 
session   122 


APPEAL. 

From  order  striking  out  answer 
as  frivolous,  not  allowed  after 
Judgment  entered 20 

When  an  order  of  arrest  and 
attachment  and  amount  of 
bail  are  discretionary  and  not 
appealable 26 

Order  for  or  against  a  bill  of 
particulars — extending  time 
to  demur  or  answer  —  com- 
pelling an  election  of  actions 
— to  make  a  complaint  more 
definite,  <&c.  —  are  not  appeal- 
able to  court  of  appeals  ....    88 

Vol.  L  80 


ARREST. 

PAQB. 

Of  an  agent  for  moneys  received 
in  a  fiduciary  capacity — in 
action  upon  judgment  in  an- 
other state 5 

Motion  to  vacate,  before  service, 
of  order  and  summons  —  pre- 
mature  810 

For  seduction,  is  authorized  by 
the  Code 482 


ATTORNEY. 
Disbarred 873 


AWARD. 

Interest  on,  when  begins  to  run 
a^nst  a  corporation  for  wid- 
ening a  street 8^ 


B. 


BANK  OFFICERS. 

Their  powers  in  reference  to 
disposition  of  negotiable  se- 
curities and  assets « .  447 


BANKRUPT. 

Under  United  States  laws,  can- 
not prefer  a  foreign  creditor. .  455 


e$4 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Index. 


c. 


CASE. 

PAOB. 

When  settlement  of,  unneces- 
sary—  time  having  expired 
for  review 188 


CITY  OP  BUFFALO. 

Its  power,  under  its  charter,  to 
take  raiboad  property  for 
other  public  use 70 


CLAIM  AND  DELIVERY. 
Recoveiy  of  a  portion  —  costs. .  159 


COLLECTOR'S  BOND. 

For  taxes —  its  execution,  when 
sufficient — liability  of  sure- 
ties—lien of  bond 885 

Execution  of  conditionally  — 
when  condition  claimed  by 
sureties,  not  sustained 408 


COMMISSIONERS. 

Who  are  sued  and  charged  in 
the  complaint  officially,  as 
such,  is  sufficient,  although 
their  individual  names  only 
appear  in  the  title  of  the 
cause 474 

COMMON  CARRIER. 

Its  liability  for  false  information 
given  as  agent  to  carry  beyond 
its  termini. 428 

Its  liability  upon  a  receipt  sign- 
ed by  the  shipper,  limiting  its 
liability 457 


CONTRACT. 


PASX. 


Assignability  of — rights  of  as- 
signees—  act  authorizing  it 
constitutional 


CONVEYANCE. 

Of  real  estate,  made  on  the  eve 
of  marria^,  when  void  as  to 
inchoate  right  of  dower 410 


COSTS. 

When  plaintiff  entitled  to  costs 
on  a  recovery  less  than  fifty 
dollars  —  removed  from  just- 
ice's court  by  plea  of  title 43 

On  affirmance  by  court  of  ap- 
peals—  are  seneral  costs,  to 
be  adjusted  by  the  clerk 236 

Taxation  on  mandamus  in  favor 
of  supervisors — single  costs,  853 

Extra  allowance,  denied  in  ac- 
tion to  reach  award 366 

In  action  for  recovery  of  money, 
when  in  discretion  of  the 
court 415 

Against  sureties  on  undertaking 
to  court  of  appeals —  stipula- 
tion for  judgment  absolute. . .  421 


D. 

DEMURRER 

When  for  improper  joinder  of 
action  sustained 178 

To  complain^ — when  allowed 
on  the  ground  that  several 
causes  of  action  were  improp- 
erly united 506 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


6W 


Index. 


DISCONTINUANCE. 

PAOB. 

Order  for,  when  valid  from  the 
time  of  service  —  second  ac- 
tion for  same  cause 26 

DISMISSAL  OP  COMPLAINT. 

In  action  to  recover  money 
fraudulently  obtained  —  when 
denied 484 

DISTRICT  COURTS,  N.  Y. 

Ko  jurisdiction  to  entertain  pro- 
ceedings for  forcible  entry  and 
detainer 193 


E. 


EQUITY. 

Insolvent  corporation  —  person- 
al liability  of  stockholders  — 
Jurisdiction  in  equity 841 


EVIDENCE. 

"When  entries  in  books  not  evi- 
*  dence 188 


F. 


FIXTURES. 

What  are  considered  such — 
when  they  pass  by  deed  of 
the  building  and  lot 51 


H. 

HEALTH  ORDINANCE. 

When  required  to  be  published 
to  make  it  eflfectual 140 


I. 


INJUNCTION. 


PAOB. 


Against  a  foreign  corporation  — 
when  allowed 022 


J. 

JUDGMENTS. 

Setting  aside  for  iiTegularity  and 
fraud  —  improper  service  — 
insufficient  statements  on  con- 
fession   251 

JURISDICTION. 

When  a  receiver  has  no  juris- 
diction of  real  estate  out  of 
the  state 56 

In  equity  to  declare  void  writ- 
ten instruments —  and  to  re- 
strain their  assignment 287 

JURY. 

When  detention  by  the  court  for 
their  verdict  not  a  ground  for 
a  new  trial 82 


L. 


LEASE. 

Covenant  not  to  assign — land- 
lord's remedy  when  assigned 
—  difference  m  underletting. .  445 


LIEN. 

Of  judgment — when  does  not 
attach  upon  premises  held  and 
conveycKi  as  a  naked  trustee 
for  a  tliird  person 884 


M6 


NBW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Index. 


LIFE  INSURANCE. 

N. 

Staleinents  for  a  policy,  consti- 
tute a  warranty,  and  must  be 
substantially  true 867 

M. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

FAOB. 

Causing  death — when  contribu- 
tory by  deceased,  entitles  de- 
fendant to  a  verdict  by  direc- 
tion of  the  court 196 

MATJCIOUS  PROSECUTION. 

NEGOTIABLE  SECURITIEa 

When  the  action  lies  —  probable 
cause  —  evidence  —  malice  . .  105 

Found   among   papers  of   de- 
ceased  owner — what   effect 
may  be  given  to  them 

162 

MANDAMUS. 

When  application  for,  against 
keeper  of  the  state  capitol  will 
be  denied 880 

When  allowed  to  compel  comp- 
troller of  New  York  city  to 
act,  in  approval  or  disapprov- 
al of  bond 500 

NEW  TRIAL. 

On  the  ground  of  newly  discov- 
ered   evidence  —  when    pro- 
posed evidence  insufficient  . . 

NEWS. 

59 

MECHANICS'  LIENS. 

Is  property  —  transmission  by 
telegraph,  not  a  general  pubh- 
cation 

194 

When  provisions  of  Code  apply 
—  how  liens  enforced 815 

P 

MECHANIC'S  LIEN. 

Jl.     • 

PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

When  notice  of  lien  must  be 
filed  for  repairs  of  piers  and 
bulk-heads 477 

Payable  on  Sunday  —  when  in - 
dorsers  discharged 

313 

MORTGAGE  FORECLOSURE. 

PUBLIC  OFFICER. 

Regularity  of  acUoumment  of 
sale 186 

Assignment  of  unearned  fees — 
when  not  against  public  policy, 

148 

MURDER 

R. 

First  and  second  degree  — ex- 
cusable and  Justifiable  homi- 
cide—manslaughter, &c,  de- 
fined  204 

RECEIVER. 

Of  savings  bank — when  will  be 
removed 

id 

NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


687 


Index. 


When  no  jurisdiction  of  real  es- 
tate out  of  the  state 56 

When  first  mortgagee  on  fore- 
closure may  have  a  receiver 
appointed 88 

When  a  receiver  will  be  removed 
on  the  ground  of  interest  and 
feeling,  <&c.,  and  a  proper  one 
appointed 97 


REFEREE. 

Findings  of  fact  when  conclus- 
ive       1 


REFERENCE. 

Of  an  action  on  a  marine  policy 
of  insurance 821 


S. 

SALARY. 

Of  attendant  and  m(  ssenger  of 
New  York  superior  court  of 
New  York,  when  it  can  be 
recovered 91 


SPECIAL  TERMS. 

Of  supreme  court,  power  of 
judges  to  adjourn  from  court- 
house to  judge's  chambers. . .  116 


STREETS  AND  AVENUES. 

When  application  for  opening, 
on  the  ground  of  fraud,  wul 
be  denied  by  reason  of  laches,  114 

Regularity  of  proceedings  by 
common  council  of  city  of 
Troy,  in  opening 510 


STREETS. 

PAGB. 

Irregularities  in  proceedings  for 
opening  Orange  street. 244 

STRUCK  JURY. 

No.  1,  requirements  of  the  stat- 
ute for,  &c 262 

No.  2,  list  of  jurors  cannot  be 
changed,  atler  completion,  by 
substituting  other  names  ....  273 

No.  8,  when  challenge  to  the 
array  will  be  denied 280 

No.  4,  power  of  the  court  to 
order  talesmen  to  fill  a  struck 
jury 286 

SUBPCENA  DUCES  TECUM. 

When  allowed  on  examination 
of  defendant  before  trial 519 


SUMMONS. 
Service  on  sheriff,  how  made  . .    2& 


T. 

TENDER. 

When  tender  of  interest  money 
insufficient  to  prevent  a  fore- 
closure of  the  mortgage  for 
the  principal 184 

Insufficient  to  prevent  foreclo- 
sure of  mortgage  —  sale  of 
premises  in  parcels. .  887 


u. 

USURY. 

When  contract  respecting  it 
made  in  another  state,  our 
laws  do  not  apply  to  it 178 


038 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Index. 


PAOB. 

Paid  to  an  agent  —  principal  not. 
liable  —  mortgage   to   secure 
future  advances 350 

W. 
WILL. 

PAOI. 

Construction  of 81 

V. 

Construction  of — transmission 
of  equitable  estates 824 

VERDICT  OF  JURY. 

HisdirectionB   of  tbe  judee — 
when  must  be  reviewed  on 
exceptions,  not  on  motion. . . 

154 

Construction  of — defa^cto  trustee 
—  wben  authorized  to  recover 
money  expended  by  him  indi- 
vidually for  the  estate 328 

<c 


V. 


\ 


I  • 


ERRATUM. 


In  the  case  of  Esi&rly  agt.  Purdy  (ante,  page  850),  in  the  second  paragraph 
and  second  line  of  head-note,  after  the  word  **  had/*  insert  **  not." 
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